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ABSTRACT 
This research investigated the effects of private sector suppliers’ relationship bonding 
tactics (RBTs) on the behavior of public sector foodservice buyers, within the context of 
perceived business ethics that affected these relationships. The objectives were to: (a) 
examine RBTs used by food manufacturers selling to school foodservice administrators, (b) 
determine RBTs that predicted a larger share of school foodservice customers, (c) develop 
strategy suggestions for the frozen food manufacturing industry, and (d) contribute to the 
relationship marketing (RM) literature by proposing a new conceptual model that tested the 
effects of RBTs and key ethical variables on share of customer. Focus group data were used 
to identify key constructs and identify RBTs used by food manufacturers in the school 
foodservice market. Electronic questionnaires were sent to a random sample of school 
foodservice administrators (N=1,780), stratified by U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
region. The online survey was completed by 685 of the 1,780 school administrators for a 
response rate of 38%. Analysis of a causal model showed that only equity and commitment 
significantly predicted the percentage of respondents’ total frozen food purchases. These 
results indicate that social bonding strategies may be the only viable RBTs used in 
foodservice buyer-seller relationships in the public sector. Considering the prominence of 
RM, more empirical research is needed to establish RM theory as it relates to marketing in 
the foodservice industry. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Background 
Relationship marketing (RM) has been a popular area of research in the field of 
marketing over the past two decades. RM has been conceptualized by many researchers in 
various contexts of exchange (Beltramini & Pitta, 1991; Berry, 1983; Berry & Parasuraman, 
1991; Doyle & Roth, 1992; Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987; Jackson, 1985; O’Neal, 1989; Paul, 
1988; Prince, 1989; Speckman & Johnston, 1986). Morgan and Hunt (1994) proposed a 
definition of RM based on all forms of relational exchange as “all marketing activities 
directed toward establishing, developing, and maintaining successful relational exchanges” 
(p. 22). Although the study of RM is fairly recent, the concept of RM dates back to the 
origins of trade. It was not until the industrial revolution introduced the capabilities of mass 
production and mass merchandising that the concept of transaction marketing (TM) emerged. 
In contrast to RM, TM is distinguished by short, discrete transactions that have a distinct 
beginning and end, and are based solely on price (Dwyer et al.; Webster, 1992). 
The seminal work of Dwyer et al. (1987) on relationships laid the groundwork for 
RM theory in the United States. They proposed a framework for developing buyer–seller 
relationships that emphasize the discrete nature of exchanges, the costs and benefits of 
relational exchange, and the propositional character of relational exchanges. Their research, 
along with subsequent studies, proposed that buyer–seller relationships transition through 
various progressive phases starting with trading partners identifying each other, setting 
ground rules, creating value, and determining how to expand or dissolve the relationship 
(Claycomb & Frankwick, 2005; Dwyer et al.; Wilson, 1995).  
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Berry (1995) introduced the concept of relational bonding levels that are categorized 
as financial, social, and structural. Sales promotions and loyalty programs (i.e., frequency 
programs) are considered forms of financial bonding and generally viewed as weak (Berry, 
1995; Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, & Houston, 2006). Social bonding includes sales and 
service agent relationships as well as other positive interpersonal relationships between the 
buyer and seller (Berry, 1995; Gounaris, 2005; Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al.; Turnbull & 
Wilson, 1989). Structural bonds occur when the seller makes an investment in the buyer’s 
organization that cannot be retrieved when the relationship ends such as the installation of 
equipment or other durable goods. Supplier knowledge and expertise can also create 
structural bonds that inhibit switching behavior of the buyer (Berry, 1995; Chiu, Hsieh, Li, & 
Lee, 2005; Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al.; Turnbull & Wilson). 
Sellers in a buyer–seller dyad use a variety of tactics, such as personal selling, 
promotional offers, and customer loyalty programs, to build relational bonds in an attempt to 
create customer loyalty and increase sales (Peng & Wang, 2006). Tactics such as advertising 
and promotions are generally aimed at attracting new customers (Dholakia, 2006; Izquierdo 
& Cillan, 2005). Loyalty programs, such as frequency programs that reward customers for 
repeat purchases, are used to create customer loyalty and improve customer retention 
(Izquierdo & Cillan). Other tactics include the interpersonal relationships between boundary 
spanners that are epitomized by dedicated sales or service agents and are shown to have 
stronger bonding effects than financial bonding (Bolton, Smith, & Wagner, 2003).  
There is disagreement in the literature regarding the ethical nature of RM. Some view 
a dark side of RM as anticompetitive and manipulative due to an imbalance of power caused 
by inequities and underrepresentation of the consumer in market exchanges (Fitchett & 
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McDonagh, 2000; Palmer, 2001). Others view RM as inherently ethical and desirable for a 
win–win orientation between trading partners (Gundlach & Murphy, 1993; Heide & John, 
1992; P. E. Murphy, Laczniak, & Wood, 2007). Gundlach and Murphy likened RM to a 
marriage between buyer and seller. They posited that RM requires a higher level of ethical 
principles for complex exchange relationships that rely on trust, commitment, equity, and 
responsibility.  
Although relationship building in business-to-business (B2B) buyer–seller dyads is 
commonly studied in RM research, little has been done to consider RM and how it functions 
in a business-to-government (B2G) buyer–seller dyad in the public sector. Ethical issues 
related to procurement are especially important in the public sector as federal, state, and local 
procurement rules and regulations are enforced to ensure stewardship of public funds. 
This study is unique as it investigates RM in a B2G environment. It specifically looks 
at a narrowly defined subset of relationship marketing tactics (RMTs) used by food 
manufacturers in their efforts to form relationship bonds with public school districts. These 
tactics are defined as relationship bonding tactics (RBTs). The researcher could find no 
studies investigating RBTs or research on RM in the public sector. Although the Code of 
Federal Regulations is explicit in regulating procurement using federal funds (Uniform 
Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State and Local 
Governments, 2002), the majority of public school districts use formal procurement 
processes such as invitation for bid (IFB) and request for proposals (RFP) that lead to 
purchasing agreements that cover several months to several years (USDA Food and Nutrition 
Service with the National Food Service Management Institute [USDA/FNS/NFSMI], 2002). 
The very nature of long-term contracting creates an environment conducive to RM.  
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Purpose 
This research investigated the impact of different levels of private sector suppliers’ 
relationship bonding efforts on buyer outcomes of public sector buyers of foodservice 
products in the context of ethical exchange. Public school district administrators who 
purchase food for the $16 billion per year school foodservice market (Technomic, 2008) 
represented public sector buyers in the buyer–seller dyad. Private sector sellers in the buyer–
seller dyad were represented by frozen food manufacturers producing frozen entrees (e.g., 
pizza, chicken nuggets, and burrito) for the school foodservice market. Frozen food 
manufacturers were selected for this study as value-added, frozen entrees represent a large 
portion of the food cost for a school foodservice menu (Technomic).  
Specific objectives of this study were to:  
1. Examine RBTs used by food manufacturers selling to school foodservice 
administrators;  
2. Determine RBTs that predict a larger share of school foodservice customer—
Berry’s (1995) three levels of relational bonding, financial, social, and structural 
was used for categorizing and identifying various seller tactics; 
3. Develop strategy suggestions for the frozen food manufacturing industry; and 
4. Contribute to the RM literature in proposing a new conceptual model that tests the 
impact of RBTs and key ethical variables on share of customer as defined by 
frozen entrée purchases in the school foodservice industry.  
Gundlach and Murphy’s (1993) key ethical variables of trust, commitment, equity, and 
responsibility were used to mediate the outcome defined as share of customer. This research 
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is distinctive as it attempts to operationalize Gundlach and Murphy’s key ethical variables. It 
also represents the first attempt to test the construct of responsibility in the context of RM.  
Definitions of Terms 
The definitions of terms used in this research are stated below.  
Business to business (B2B) relationships: Relationships that form between two business 
firms engaged in an economic exchange (Boyd, Walker, Mullins, and Larreche, 
2002).  
Business to government (B2G) relationships: Relationships that form between a business 
firm and government entity engaged in an economic exchange (Boyd, Walker, 
Mullins, and Larreche, 2002).  
Buyer–seller dyad: Two business entities involved in a buyer–seller relationship (Wilson, 
1995).  
Commitment: An exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with another is so 
important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  
Equity: Perception of distributive justice based on the inputs and outputs in mutually 
satisfying exchanges (Oliver & Swan, 1989).  
Market share: Specific percentage of total industry sales of products or services achieved by 
one selling firm during a specific period of time (Gummesson, 1998).  
Child Nutrition Programs (CNP): Federally assisted meal programs operating in public and 
private nonprofit schools providing nutritionally balanced, low-cost or free meals to 
children (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA], 2008).  
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Relationship-based competitive advantages (RBCA): Advantages achieved when firms 
engage with compatible partners to share complimentary resources (Morgan & Hunt, 
1999).  
Relationship bonding tactics (RBTs): Specific financial, social, and structural marketing 
activities used to build relational bonds in buyer–seller dyads.  
Relationship marketing (RM): All marketing activities directed toward establishing, 
developing, and maintaining successful relational exchanges (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 
Relationship marketing tactics (RMTs): A broad variety of incentives and marketing 
activities (i.e., sales tactics, advertising) used to acquire and retain customers (Peng & 
Wang, 2006).  
Responsibility: The ethical obligations that are linked to the morality of managerial duties 
(Gundlach & Murphy, 1993). 
Return on Investment (ROI): The financial capital return on resources invested in a business 
relationship (Gummesson, 2004). 
Return on Relationship (ROR): The financial and intellectual capital return on resources 
invested in a business relationship (Gummesson, 2004).  
School foodservice administrator: School administrator responsible for procurement of food 
and supplies for the school foodservice programs (U.S. Department of Agriculture 
[USDA], 2008).  
Share of customer: Specific percentage of one buying firm’s purchases of products or 
services achieved by a selling firm during a specific period of time (Gummesson, 
1998).  
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Transaction marketing (TM): Short, discrete transactions that have a distinct beginning and 
end, and are based solely on price (Webster, 1992).  
Trust: It exists when one party has confidence in an exchange partner’s reliability and 
integrity (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  
Dissertation Organization 
This dissertation follows the traditional format with an introduction in chapter I 
followed by a review of the literature in chapter II. Chapter III details the research methods 
used in the study. Chapter IV presents the discussion of results and chapter V provides a 
summary and conclusions as well as implications for future research.  
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CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Relationship Versus Transaction Marketing 
RM has been a popular area of research over the past two decades; however, RM has 
existed for centuries. In the preindustrial era, trade was relationship-based with agricultural 
producers and craftsmen selling their goods at local markets. The development of customer 
loyalty was often based on community, family, or tribal affiliations (Sheth & Parvatiyar, 
1995). Over time RM evolved as shopkeepers knew customers wants and identified which 
sales people were good at building relationships with customers (Jain, 2005). The industrial 
revolution introduced mass production of goods produced and sold at much lower prices. 
Institutional marketing emerged as intermediaries stored inventory and dispersed goods to 
diverse markets. This capability led to the introduction of TM.  
Marketing emerged as a separate academic discipline after World War II. Its 
inception is based on the transaction-based microeconomics of North America in the 1950s 
(Harker & Egan, 2006). It led to the 4P’s (i.e. product, price, promotion, place) of marketing 
theory published by McCarthy (1960). This transaction-based theory was unique to the 
robust post-war economy of the United States that characterized sellers as active and buyers 
as passive with no support of personalized relationships (P. E. Murphy et al., 2007) and did 
not acknowledge the RM paradigm more common in European and Asian cultures. It resulted 
in the formation of discrete marketing departments in U.S. businesses (Harker & Egan).  
In the 1970s, businesses in the United States started to stray from the discrete nature 
of TM towards more relationship based models such as national contracts and master 
purchasing agreements to avoid hidden transaction costs of searching and negotiating, which 
increased overall cost and led to inefficiencies. This movement led to national accounts 
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management, ongoing buyer–seller relationships, and strategic partnerships (Sheth & 
Parvatiyar, 1995). RM origins in the United States were primarily in B2B buyer–seller dyads, 
and in the service industry (P. E. Murphy et al., 2007). While TM is embedded in 
management science and viewed as a specialized discipline, RM is seen from a social science 
perspective and viewed holistically across business (Harker & Egan, 2006). Webster (1992) 
called for the study of marketing to expand beyond the microeconomic theories of 
management to the study of psychology, organizational behavior, and sociology. In turn, the 
analysis shifts from product and firms to people, organizations, and social processes. Using 
the theory of social exchange, Jancic and Zabkar (2002) presented a conceptual framework 
that showed marketing relationships as intrinsic social exchange as compared to marketing 
management that is extrinsic economic exchange. Intrinsic exchanges create perceptions of 
personal obligation, gratitude, and trust.  
Just as Americans were beginning to discover RM, Europeans had been studying it 
for over 20 years, dating back to the 1950s and 1960s work of the Copenhagen School (P. E. 
Murphy et al., 2007). Gummesson (1994, 1997) attempted to operationalize RM by 
describing it as 30 Rs (relationships) that exist in organizations. Examples are classic dyads, 
relationships via full-time and part-time marketers, electronic relationships, personal and 
social networks, mega-alliances, and relationships to external providers of marketing 
services. He posited that RM is marketing-oriented management that embeds marketing in 
the whole organization, rather than the one-dimensional marketing management in 
conventional theory. He viewed TM as manipulative and used to exploit customers, whereas 
RM fostered a win–win environment. Gummesson (1996) proposed that RM goes beyond the 
traditional marketing approach that sees competition as the driving force to a theory of mixed 
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economies where competition coexists with collaboration and regulations, which leads to 
market equilibrium. In the classic market equilibrium, supply and demand are balanced by 
price and competition. He further advocated for the “de-programming” of marketing theory 
away from management science and quantitative measurement more towards the qualitative 
methods of sociology that are more complex and unclear (Gummesson, 2002).  
The basic concepts of RM are well established; however efforts to test the various 
concepts have produced mixed results. While the discipline of RM has produced multiple 
theories, less research has focused on the performance outcomes of RM efforts (Morris & 
Carter, 2005). Popper (1962) and Carter (2004) have advocated for replication of research in 
order to solidify theory and contribute to the body of knowledge in the discipline.  
Relationship Marketing Constructs 
Relationship Marketing Bonds 
Berry (1995) theorized that there are three levels to RM. Level one relies on pricing 
incentives to create customer loyalty. The likelihood of ongoing competitive advantage is 
low as price is easily matched by a competitor. Level two relies on social bonds; however 
aggressive pricing may also be used at this level. Level three involves structural solutions to 
customer problems. This includes value-added benefits that are difficult or expensive for 
customers to achieve on their own. Berry (1995) contended that companies should identify 
customers most likely to be receptive to RM as it involves fixed and variable cost 
investments. Some customers are actually more profitable as transaction customers.  
Morgan and Hunt (1999) proposed that RM should only be practiced when it provides 
a sustainable strategic advantage for the firms involved. They defined relationship-based 
competitive advantages (RBCA) as those achieved when firms engage with compatible 
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partners to share complimentary resources. Basic resources are identified as financial (cash), 
legal (contracts), physical (inventory, plants), human (skills, knowledge), organizational 
(corporate culture, brands), informational (collective knowledge, processes), and relational 
(relationships). They argued that a strategic orientation towards resources in marketing 
relationships encourages resource sharing between partners. They drew a similar parallel to 
Berry’s (1995) theory that places bonding strategies into three levels. Of the seven types of 
resources identified by Morgan and Hunt (1999), they categorized financial, legal, and 
physical as having limited potential as an RBCA because of imitability, substitutability, and 
limited longevity. They categorized human resources as having moderate potential as an 
RBCA due to mobility of people in and out of firms. They viewed organizational, relational, 
and informational resources as having high potential for RBCA due to ambiguity, time 
dependence for creation, and complexity of the resource mix. Similarly, Wilson (1995) 
theorized that long-term buyer–seller relationships put greater emphasis on such things as 
adaptation, nonretrievable investments and shared technology.  
Pitta, Franzak, and Little (2004) considered the application of relationships, 
interactivity, lifetime customer value, and customization across the value and supply chain. 
They posited that RM contributions to the value and supply chain are threefold: the 
relationships must be long term to deliver value, value can increase over time as a result of 
ongoing individual interactions, and stakeholders not directly related to the value chain 
influence the process and add a dynamic element. They specifically looked at the effects of 
relationships, interactivity, lifetime customer value, and customization in building value. By 
taking a wider view of the supply chain, they concluded other relationships become 
important and may even have a nonbusiness organizational component. Interactivity, 
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especially using technology, can facilitate information sharing that improves operational 
efficiency, improves cooperative behavior, and enhances supply chain innovations. This can 
reduce costs and maximize profit for all parties.  
Jain (2005) contended that in a contemporary environment, firms must engage in RM 
to gain a competitive edge. The purpose of RM is to develop life-long customers and create 
products and services that respond to the needs of the market. RM allows firms to monitor 
and detect needs in the market and then adjust products accordingly. As new products 
become commoditized, customer intimacy can drive innovation and improve products. He 
theorized that the concentration of effort on exploiting innovation, rather than cutting costs, 
can improve the image of the firm and in turn increase the attractiveness of the firm to 
customers.  
An empirical study by Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al. (2006) looked at complex 
relationships as they related to return on investment (ROI) in B2B RM within three nested 
levels of data from a matched set of 313 customers, 143 salespeople, and 34 selling firms. 
They used Berry’s (1995) categorization of RM efforts—financial, social, and structural—for 
the nested levels. They examined how the three levels can create customer bonds and norms, 
and the financial impact of these efforts on each data section. A random stratified sample of 
3,000 industrial customers was drawn from customer data provided by 13,850 salespeople 
from 41 manufacturing firms. Usable questionnaires were returned by 511 customers for a 
17% response rate. A mail survey of the 195 salespeople who sold to the survey participants 
produced 165 usable questionnaires for a response rate of 85%. Finally, 2 years of sales data 
from the 511 customers was requested from all 41 firms, with 34 firms providing data for a 
response rate of 83%. Missing data and outliers were removed resulting in a final data set of 
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313 triads (composed of customer, salesperson, and firm) across 143 salespeople from 34 
firms for a useful response rate of 11.3% as reported by the researchers. They conducted their 
analysis on the nested levels of data based on customer, salesperson, and selling firm. Based 
on their results, they created a resource allocation model to provide guidance on appropriate 
levels of investment on the three levels of effort (financial, social, and structural). The effect 
of RM on financial performance of the selling firm produced mixed results. Their results 
showed that social expenditures have a direct and significant impact on profits. Social 
investments appeared to deliver the highest short-term return (measured in sales) and may be 
due to the opportunity for quick response to react to current events. Structural RM 
investments generated positive short-term returns with customers that receive a lot of 
interactions, making it attractive for some, but not all customers. Financial RM efforts did 
not produce a positive ROI, but may be useful in some competitive circumstances to react 
strategically. Financial tactics tend to be reactive in nature (e.g., lowering prices to deter 
switching), whereas social and structural are proactive in nature (e.g., increasing customer 
investment to increase switching costs).  
Turnbull and Wilson (1989) studied the impact of social and structural bonds in 
customer relationships in the manufactured hospital products industry. They defined 
structural bonds as those that occur between two parties that make investments that cannot be 
retrieved when the relationship ends. Structural bonds can also occur when complexities such 
as supplier-provided expertise drives up the switching costs. Social bonds are positive 
interpersonal relationships between the buyer and seller. They hypothesized that social bonds 
are not as strong as structural bonds because of the lack of tangible value to an organization. 
In a case study analysis, they used a series of price and cost reduction simulations ranging 
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from 10% to 15% to predict the profitability and customer retention of a manufacturing firm 
in a highly competitive environment. Metrics, including the revenue, product costs, and 
marketing costs of a statistically nonrepresentative sample of 20 customer companies, were 
used in their study. The manufacturing firm was supplying a total of 1,200 customer 
companies. They determined that only 6 customer companies of the sample set of 20 
controlled 70% of the sales in the sample set. They segmented the sample set into large size 
and medium size customers. An analysis of the structural and social bonds of the customers 
showed a high amount of structural support in the form of technical support for middle size 
customers as compared to a high amount of social support in the form of sales support for the 
large volume customers. They found that social bonding between buyers and sellers cannot 
maintain sales relationships in a competitive environment. The structural bonding was 
significant in insulating the seller as the cost of replacing the technical support negated the 
lower price received in switching to another supplier. The researchers concluded that it is 
important for sellers to understand the nature of bonds, especially as they are applied to 
different customer segments.  
Chiu et al. (2005) studied the impact of relational bonds on consumers’ long-term 
association with a firm. They used Berry’s (1995) model of relational bonds as being 
financial, social, and structural. They hypothesized that each relational bond has certain 
effects on customers’ utilitarian and hedonic values, and these in turn affect customer loyalty. 
They described utilitarian values as objective values that are instrumental, functional, and 
cognitive. These values are driven by market choices and consumer preferences. Hedonic 
values are subjective and include personal values that are noninstrumental, experiential, 
affective, and derived from fun and enjoyment. The researchers posited that financial and 
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structural bonding strategy positively affects customer perceptions of the utilitarian value of 
the relationship, and social bonding strategy positively affects customer’s perceptions of the 
hedonic value of the relationship. Their conceptual model placed utilitarian and hedonic 
values as mediating variables between the three relational bonding strategies and customer 
loyalty. They posited that customer perception of the utilitarian and hedonic value of the 
relationship is positively related to loyalty and that customer perception of the utilitarian 
value is positively related to his/her perception of the hedonic value. A survey using a 
convenience sample of 1,000 banking customers in Taiwan was conducted. A response rate 
of 61.3% was achieved with 613 usable questionnaires returned. The respondents were 
divided into three groups: stayers (n = 379), dissatisfied switchers (n = 85), and satisfied 
switchers (n = 149). They concluded that structural bonds satisfy both utilitarian and hedonic 
values, social bonds satisfy hedonic values, and financial bonds satisfy utilitarian values. For 
the dissatisfied switchers, utilitarian value affects customer loyalty. They concluded that 
structural bonds are the only way to enhance customer loyalty among dissatisfied switchers. 
For satisfied switchers, structural bonds influence utilitarian value, social bonds influence 
hedonic value, and both utilitarian and hedonic value enhances loyalty. Transactional 
bonding strategy did not impact utilitarian value and customer loyalty between both groups 
of switchers. The fact that this study was conducted in Taiwan presents concerns for external 
validity and the ability to generalize the results beyond Taiwan. 
Peng and Wang (2006) posited that RM can be useful to organizations in not only 
retaining existing customers but also attracting new customers. Their research looked at how 
RMTs impact loyalty and switching behaviors. The researchers divided customers into two 
fundamental groups, switchers and stayers. A survey of 1,000 customers of a U.K. utility 
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service company produced 172 usable responses for a response rate of 17.2%. The findings 
supported Berry’s (1995) theory of the three levels of RM bonds—financial, social, and 
structural. The results showed that stayers perceived social and structural tactics as more 
important in influencing their choice of service provider and switchers perceived price as 
more important.  
Bolton et al. (2003) studied the effects of interpersonal (between boundary spanner 
agents) and interorganizational (between firms) relationships on social and structural bonds 
in B2B relationships in the telecommunications industry. They proposed that resources 
exchanged in business relationships are either economic or social. In their study, they looked 
at two social resources (type of service agent and service contact mode) and two economic 
resources (monetary contract terms and service response time guarantees). They 
hypothesized that social resources have more effect than do economic resources on 
interpersonal satisfaction, economic resources have more effect than do social resources on 
interorganizational satisfaction, and economic resources have more influence than do social 
resources on perceived value. They tested their hypotheses using 3,870 business customers of 
pay telephone operations of a large telecommunications company. The customer sample 
represented a variety of industries of varying size and profit status. The mail survey design 
used experimentally generated scenarios to systematically investigate the effects of service 
on customer’s perception of value. The survey produced 387 usable responses for a response 
rate of 10%. They found that social bonds formed through employee delivered services have 
a stronger effect on customer satisfaction and perceived value of boundary spanners, and 
structural bonds developed through financial and operational treatments have a stronger 
effect on building overall satisfaction with the firm.  
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Palmatier, Dant, Grewel, and Evans (2006) performed a meta-analysis of RM 
research conducted between 1987 and 2004. Their findings suggest that customer 
relationships have stronger effects on exchange outcomes when the target is an individual 
person than when the target is a selling firm. RM strategies focused on building interpersonal 
relationships between boundary spanners (e.g., dedicated sales people, social entertaining) 
may be more effective than those focused on building customer–firm relationships (e.g., team 
selling, frequency-driven loyalty programs).  
Tellefson and Thomas (2005) expanded on the theory of commitment in B2B 
relationships by proposing that there are two different types of bonds in a B2B dyad. The 
first is the bond between the buying and selling organizations, and the second is the bond 
between the individual representatives of the firms. These two relationships lead to two 
different types of commitment: organizational commitment, which represents the bond 
between the firms, and personal commitment, which is the bond between the firms’ 
representatives. They also hypothesized that there are different antecedents that drive the 
commitment. They proposed six antecedents to organizational commitment as organizational 
trust, service performance, delivery performance, cost performance, organization 
dependence, and organizational continuity. They proposed six antecedents to personal 
commitment as personal trust, personal expertise, personal power, likeability, personal 
dependence, and personal continuity. Both organizational and personal commitment 
influence relational exchange. Data were collected from a sample frame of 453 market 
research managers who were members of an association for marketing professionals. A total 
of 145 usable questionnaires were returned with a response rate of 33%. The results 
supported their hypotheses with the exception of service performance and delivery 
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performance not supporting organizational commitment, and personal expertise and 
representatives’ personal power not supporting personal commitment.  
Gounaris (2005) considered two factors in building trust and commitment in B2B 
relationships: the quality of service as perceived by the customer and the customer bonding 
techniques used by the supplier. Service quality and customer bonding were both tested as 
antecedents to trust. Two types of customer bonding, social and structural, were identified. A 
survey was sent to a convenience sample of 280 companies from different industries in 
Greece. A total of 127 usable questionnaires were returned for a response rate of 45%. The 
researchers tested their proposed model as well as a rival model using structural equation 
modeling. Overall the results suggest that the degree of trust between service providers and 
customers is influenced by quality of service and bonding strategies, with service quality 
being more important than bonding and social bonding being more powerful that structural 
bonding.  
Key Variables of Relationship Marketing 
The seminal work of Morgan and Hunt (1994) explored the nature of RM and 
suggested how it should be conceptualized. They theorized that commitment and trust are 
key variables that mediate successful relationships. They defined commitment as “an 
exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with another is so important as to 
warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it” (p. 23). They conceptualized trust as “existing 
when one party has confidence in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity” (p. 23). 
Their causal model of RM identified the five precursors to commitment and trust as 
relationship termination costs, relationship benefits, shared values, communication, and 
opportunistic behavior. The underlying model identified five additional qualitative outcomes 
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that follow commitment and trust: acquiescence, propensity to leave, functional conflict, 
uncertainty, and cooperation. They tested their model against a rival model surveying a 
sample of 1,394 members of the National Tire Dealers and Retreaders Association. The rival 
model did not allow relationship commitment and trust as mediators, but rather treated them 
as nomologically similar to the antecedents. A total of 204 questionnaires were returned for a 
response rate of 14.6%. Correlation analysis supported all 13 hypotheses identified by their 
model, and the more powerful structural equation modeling supported 12 of the 13 
hypotheses. They concluded that relationship commitment and trust precipitate cooperation 
and contribute to overall competitive performance.  
Ndubisi (2004) identified the constructs of RM as: trust, commitment, equity, and 
empathy. He defined trust as the partner’s willingness to rely on the other partner with 
confidence and commitment as the desire of the partners to maintain the relationship due to a 
desire for mutually satisfying benefits. Equity is the perceived fairness in the buyer–seller 
relationship. Empathy is the caring and individualized attention given to the customer and the 
compassion and benevolence that imparts goodwill on the customer. Wilson (1995) proposed 
that different variables are active during different stages of the relationship. He identified 
relationship variables as: commitment, trust, cooperation, mutual goals, 
interdependence/power imbalance, performance satisfaction, structural bonds, comparison 
level of alternative, adaptation, non-retrievable investments, shared technology, and social 
bonds. 
Gundlach and Murphy (1993) posited that trust, equity, responsibility and 
commitment are key variables of exchange. They defined trust as the faith or confidence that 
the other party will fulfill its obligations of the exchange. They viewed equity in the context 
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of distributive justice and responsibility as an obligation of ethical duties. They defined the 
characteristics of commitment as stability, sacrifice, and loyalty. Commitment lacks 
credibility if trust, equity and responsibility are not present. 
Ndubisi and Wah (2005) identified the key variables of RM taken from numerous 
previous publications as: trust, commitment, competence, equity, benevolence, empathy, 
conflict handling, and communication. They studied five constructs using a survey of 400 
bank customers of 15 of the 20 banks in the city of Kota Kinabalu, Malaysia. Of the 
convenience sample of 400, 220 usable questionnaires were returned for a response rate of 
55%. The results indicated that customers’ perception of their bank depends on the bank’s 
competence, commitment, communication, conflict handling, and trust, which they identify 
as the underpinnings of RM.  
Fullerton (2005) investigated the different effects that components of commitment 
have on switching intentions (intent to switch suppliers) and advocacy intentions (word-of-
mouth recommendations), specifically affective commitment and continuance commitment. 
The question examined was whether customer commitment in service relationships always 
leads to customer loyalty. Most research in RM looks at the affective component of 
commitment, which is a positive form of commitment that relates to feelings of trust, 
goodwill, and shared values. In contrast, continuance commitment is a negative form of 
commitment related to limited or no alternatives or switching costs that lead to feelings of 
entrapment, also referred to as the dark side of RM. Fullerton tested 10 hypotheses related to 
affective and continuance commitment using a closed-ended survey taken at three different 
service settings: banking, telecommunications, and retail grocery. The three different settings 
were chosen because they differ substantially in their service attributes, allowing for possible 
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generalization across service industries. Data in the banking survey were collected by 
personal interview of random consumers leaving the bank with a refusal rate of 60% for 220 
completed questionnaires. Data in the telecommunications survey were collected by 
shopping mall intercept with a refusal rate of 40% for 206 completed questionnaires. Data in 
the retail grocery survey were collected by store exit interviews with a 40% refusal rate 
resulting in 208 completed questionnaires. The results suggest that continuance commitment 
has a weak effect on customer retention but a significant effect on negative word-of-mouth 
communication. Affective commitment was found to be significantly and negatively related 
to switching intentions and significantly and positively related to advocacy intentions.  
Relationship Marketing Outcomes 
Common measures of successful marketing efforts are ROI and market share. 
Gummesson (1998) identified the concept of share of customer, as opposed to market share, 
in RM. Share of customer occurs when the seller tries to fill more of the customers’ need for 
a product or service with its offerings. Share of customer allows the seller to exploit its 
existing customer base for increased sales. He further expanded the definition of the firm to 
include the imaginary (virtual) firm that consists of a network of relationships that extend 
beyond the tangible assets and legal boundaries of the organization. Gummesson (2004) 
proposed a new way to measure financial performance by using a “balanced scorecard” 
approach that attempts to measure return on relationships (ROR) as opposed to ROI. The 
balanced scorecard recognizes not only financial capital, but also intellectual capital. 
Intellectual capital can consist of customer knowledge, internal business processes, and 
learning and growth capital.  
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Pitta et al. (2004) posited that measuring customer lifetime value through 
performance metrics, such as brand loyalty, customer retention, and customer recovery, 
reflects the shift from short-term TM to long-term RM. Measuring customer value is an 
important component in evaluating the profitability of customers and determining if the 
investment in value-added activities is worth the outlay. In a competitive environment, the 
knowledge gained through interactivity can give the supplier an advantage in developing 
new, innovative products. The opportunity for customization gives a unique strategic 
advantage. Jain (2005) made the case that customer retention of profitable customers is the 
most efficient way to improve profit margins. Long-term customers are more satisfied, 
trusting, and loyal and more likely to pay full price for products, increase their purchases, and 
recommend the company to other potential customers.  
Fink, Edelman, and Hatten (2007) presented an empirical study that tested the theory 
that relational exchanges benefit the performance of both buyer and seller. Although 
improved customer performance, such as lower costs, faster time-to-market, increased 
productivity, and enhanced product quality, has been reported, little effort has been made to 
study the effect of RM on the supplier performance as well as buyer performance. The 
researchers employed four distinct research streams in their study: organization theory, 
marketing, strategic management, and law. They used three previously tested indicators of 
supplier performance: increased customer purchases, customer share, and customer 
commitment. A sampling frame of 1,170 key informants compiled from a comprehensive 
national list of companies in the pulp, paper, and paperboard industry was identified. The list 
represented 270 firms with 526 plant locations. A cross-sectional, self-administered 
questionnaire was sent; 372 usable ones were returned for a response rate of 32 %. Results 
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indicated that customer performance is significantly related to relational exchanges that 
produce customer purchase improvements, such as cost reductions, and customer production 
improvements, such as increased quality. Results show that supplier performance is linked 
only to customer production performance and not to customer purchasing improvements. 
This result implies that when customers are gaining better pricing and lower administrative 
costs, they are not rewarding their supplier with increased purchases, greater share of 
purchases, or future commitments. Suppliers are realizing performance improvements when 
their customers experience production performance improvements.  
Relationship Marketing Ethics 
Theory and Ethics 
Gundlach and Murphy (1993) explored the role of ethics and law in relational 
exchange. Contract law provides for the negotiation and consummation of formal 
relationships; however, it can impede relational bonds. Asian cultures prefer a nonlegal 
approach that discourages confrontation and instead relies on personal and organizational 
ethics. The researchers presented a continuum of exchange that places contractual exchange 
between transactional and relational exchange. It shows transactional exchanges as short in 
duration, low in investment, switching cost and strategic emphasis; and simple in complexity 
and division of benefits and burdens. Contractual exchanges are of intermediate to extended 
duration, moderate in investment, switching costs and strategic emphasis; and increasingly 
complex with trade-offs in division of benefits and burdens. Relational exchanges are 
extended in time with transactions merged together, high in investment, switching costs and 
strategic emphasis, and a complex web of social and operational interdependence blurring the 
division of benefits and burdens. The spectrum of contractual exchange forms span from true 
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contractual exchange to interorganizational systems to transorganizational systems, all the 
way to joint ventures. Gundlach and Murphy hypothesized that trust, equity, responsibility, 
and commitment are the dimensions of ethical exchange.  
Seshadri and Mishra (2004) compared contract theory to RM and made a case for the 
blending of the two. Contract theory represents a departure from a perfect competitive, 
discrete transaction by creating a framework through a price system for exchange that 
introduces some nonpricing instruments and mechanisms that influence decisions and 
improve efficiencies. RM is focused on longer-term arrangements that are mutually 
beneficial to both firms and can improve efficiencies (lower costs) and improve flexibility. 
They drew a continuum that evolves from a transactional contract to a sequence of shorter 
contracts that link together and ultimately to long-term agreements with no defined 
termination. The researchers posited that information asymmetries in long-term relationships 
can be managed with relational contracting that can adapt for unforeseeable events. These 
incomplete relational contracts are more representative of reality and are less likely to result 
in lost efficiencies.  
P. E. Murphy et al. (2007) theorized that RM is inherently an ethical matter because a 
moral foundation is key to enduring relationships. They acknowledged multiple ethical 
dimensions, but they proposed the use of “virtue ethics” based on good moral habits. They 
posited that there are three basic virtue ethics in RM—trust, commitment, and diligence—
that focus on individuals and organizations rather than problems or dilemmas. Trust is seen 
as the key virtue that allows exchanges to move from transactional to relational. Trust has 
been defined and identified as the required antecedent to commitment (Morgan & Hunt, 
1994). Diligence is the effort that is put into the relationship to keep the trust and 
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commitment active. P. E. Murphy et al. proposed that application of the virtue ethics can 
exist only in an organization that is customer-centric and values dialogue, collaboration, and 
partnership with customers.  
With the growth of RM, especially in the area of national account management, 
Piercy and Lane (2007) examined the moral and ethical dilemmas faced by strategic account 
managers in selling organizations when dealing with their very large purchasing 
organization. Strategic account managers have various titles within selling organizations 
including major account manager, key account manager, national account manager, and 
global account manager. They generally are responsible for managing large accounts that 
require differential treatment due to the influence of centralized purchasing agreements for 
multiple locations in a complex buying process (Strategic Account Management Association, 
2008). The authors speculated that this area of business ethics has been virtually overlooked. 
Their concern lay with the sheer size of strategic accounts and the role of the account 
executives that can encourage clandestine behaviors that may be unethical, morally wrong, or 
even unlawful. They posited that favoring a few large accounts can have a moral impact on 
society as a whole when it drives up prices or affects supply of goods, especially for products 
such as food. Prices and supply may be manipulated by power concentrations rather than real 
costs. Even when companies consciously choose to conduct business in an ethical manner, 
there is a danger for unintended or unanticipated negative effects on consumers, society, or 
other stakeholders, maybe even their own company. An example of this are when special 
treatment of large accounts come at the expense of smaller accounts who receive less 
favorable trade terms or when those terms come at the expense of the sellers’ stakeholders. 
To address these dilemmas, they advocated for more transparency surrounding strategic 
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account managers, training of executives to recognize ethical issues, developing ethical 
responses for situations, and making ethics a component of employee evaluation and 
compensation.  
Ethics in the Public Sector 
Organizations operating in the public sector face scrutiny from taxpayers and the 
public due to the transparent nature of government and concerns over ethics among public 
officials. Ethics relates to the basic principles of correct behavior (Thomas, 1984). In the 
business world, ethics related to procurement are an extension of trade practices and rules 
that are vital to maintaining good relationships (Lysons, 1989). Various ethical standards are 
defined according to differences in cultures, industries, and companies. These standards are 
usually defined in a company’s code of conduct (Badenhorst, 1994). 
In the United States, the legislative branch of government at the federal, state, and 
local levels is responsible for establishing procurement laws and regulations that define 
procurement systems and establish ethics rules. In addition, separate agencies, such as the 
General Accounting Office, Office of Inspector General, and Office of Legislative Auditor, 
exist as watchdogs to audit and investigate public programs and management, including 
public procurement. Most state and large local government entities have procurement 
divisions within the finance or administrative services department. At the federal level, there 
are procurement subagencies within each executive agency (Thai, 2001).  
School districts that participate in the CNP must follow federal procurement 
regulations, as they receive substantial federal funding. The regulations are found in Volume 
7, Code of Federal Regulations Part 3016 (Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants 
and Cooperative Agreements to State and Local Governments, 2002), which incorporates the 
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most recent Office of Management and Budget Circular requirements. The regulations 
establish procurement procedures that must be followed when federal funds are used to pay 
for all or part of a purchase. The intent is to provide for open and free competition among 
suppliers (USDA/FNS/NFSMI, 2002). State and local laws also apply to procurement, but 
federal law supersedes when it is more restrictive.  
The legal nature of public procurement helps to establish the ethical environment 
within public school districts. Many school districts have ethical codes of conduct, and some 
larger school systems even have their own inspectors general (Colgan, 2004). School district 
policies that outline ethical conduct with specific examples and clear consequences are 
important for creating an ethical environment (Trainor, 2007). For example, the intent of 
USDA procurement regulations and ethics rules is to provide open and free competition 
among suppliers and to ensure the best possible pricing (USDA/FNS/NFSMI, 2002). . The 
USDA requirements for formal invitation for bids (IFB), request for proposals (RFP), request 
for quotations (RFQ), and noncompetitive negotiations may already deliver the lowest 
possible prices available to the buyer. These same regulatory requirements do not exist in 
private sector trade. 
Opposing Views 
Opponents of RM have questioned its value as it relates to the philosophy of freely 
competitive markets. Palmer (2001) acknowledged evidence that RM can improve value to 
participants’ relative to costs but postulated that the long-term effect may restrict choice for 
consumers and diminish the incentives for producers to reduce cost. He attempted to cast 
doubt on the tenants of RM as naïve and warned that cooperative relationships may become 
collusive and therefore detrimental to society as a whole. Wilson (1995) argued that in 
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adversarial models, buyer and seller are pitted against each other rather than cooperatively 
working together to lower costs. Fitchett and McDonagh (2000) argued that the seemingly 
effortless shift from exchange to RM is evidence that RM is not a paradigm shift and, in fact, 
the two are quite compatible. They proposed that RM merely masks the imbalance of power 
between the firm and consumers rather than greater representation of consumer needs. The 
researchers claimed that RM does little to rebalance the inequities and underrepresentation of 
the consumer in market exchanges. 
Saren and Tzokas (1998) proposed that there is danger in some key RM concepts and 
assertions that have become obvious and therefore not subjected to sufficient scrutiny on the 
theoretical and practical level. They identified outcomes, such as customer retention and 
implied promise fulfillment, as flawed concepts. Decisions to retain customers are often 
based on the current economic value of the customer to the firm without considering the 
long-term value of the relationship to the customer as well as to the selling firm. Kasabov 
(2007) tried to deconstruct the theory of RM, which he viewed as critical considering the 
increased prominence of RM over the last 15 years. He identified three distinct areas for 
improvement in the study and development of RM. First, RM should have a more contingent 
understanding that is inclusive of both RM and TM and their respective principles and 
practices. Second, RM research is inadequate with respect to empirical studies that attempt to 
test and prove the RM theories. He claimed that there are few studies that empirically 
validate the inferences, processes, and outcomes of relational dynamics. The third and 
perhaps most significant problem with RM, in his view, is the focus on the positive aspects of 
the theory. He claimed that almost all efforts have focused on long-term orientation, 
cooperation, interaction, and trust while ignoring the dark side of relationships. This bias has 
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neglected to report and theorize on issues of negativity, power, and disciplining. He 
suggested that researchers need to search and develop arguments from the disciplines of 
sociology, social psychology, psychology, politics, organization science, and philosophy. 
Proposed Model 
Based on RM theory and empirical research, this study proposes a conceptual model 
for buyer–seller dyads doing business in the public sector (Figure 1). The conceptual model 
uses theories from Berry (1995), Morgan and Hunt (1994), and Gundlach and Murphy (1993) 
to create a new theory on the share of customer outcome affected by levels of RBTs, which 
are mediated by key ethical variables. Since ethics related to procurement are paramount in 
B2G transactions, the principles of trust, equity, responsibility, and commitment proposed by 
Gundlach and Murphy are used as key ethical variables in the model. The model places trust,  
 
Primary Bond Key Ethical Variables Exchange Outcome 
Equity 
   Commitment 
Trust 
Responsibility 
Financial 
Sales discounts 
Sales promotions 
Loyalty programs 
Social 
Dedicated sales contact 
Social events 
Association participation 
Training 
Advisory boards 
Structural 
Customized products 
Customized promotions 
Operations support 
Share of  
customer 
Relationship Customers 
Equipment programs 
Technology programs 
Note. All paths are positive  
Figure 1. School foodservice relationship marketing model. 
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equity, responsibility, and commitment as mediating variables between the antecedents of 
primary bonds and the exchange outcome of share of customer. All variables are directly 
measured and therefore represented by squares in the diagram. Lines indicate relationships 
hypothesized to exist between variables. If there is not a line between a pair of variables, no 
direct relationship is hypothesized. If a line with one arrow connects variables, a direct 
relationship is hypothesized to exist between the variables and the variable with the arrow 
pointing to it is the dependent variable. If a line connects the variables with an arrow at both 
ends, a relationship with no implied direction of effect is hypothesized; the variables covary. 
The primary bonds use Berry’s (1995) three levels of RM as financial, social, and 
structural. The first level, financial, relies on pricing incentives, including sales discounts, 
promotions, and loyalty programs, to create customer loyalty. The likelihood of ongoing 
competitive advantage is low as a competitor easily matches price. The second level relies on 
social bonds. Examples of level two bonds are multiple and repeated communications, direct 
salesperson contact, educational and social events, and professional association and advisory 
board activities. The third level, structural, involves structural solutions to customer 
problems. This includes value-added benefits that are difficult or expensive for customers to 
achieve on their own. Examples of value-added benefits include customized products, 
customized promotions, brand equity, operational support, equipment programs, and 
technology programs. 
The key ethical principles are positioned as mediating variables between the types of 
RM bonds formed and the exchange outcome operationalized as share of customer. Formal 
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bidding and RFPs are required for public sector procurement and vendor contracts 
(USDA/FNS/NFSMI, 2002). Gundlach and Murphy (1993) presented a continuum of 
exchange that places contractual exchange between transactional and relational exchange. In 
the true contractual exchange, single, static transactions occur. RM requires a higher level of 
ethical principles for complex exchange relationships. Towards the transactional end of the 
exchange spectrum, the guiding principles of contract law are high, whereas at the relational 
end of the spectrum ethical principles, including trust, equity, responsibility, and 
commitment, are high. Morgan and Hunt (1994) theorized that trust is a major determinant of 
relationship commitment. Their theory will be tested in this study’s model along with a 
newly proposed theory that equity and responsibility also positively affect relationship 
commitment.  
The exchange outcome of the model is presented in terms of share of customer. 
Gummesson (1998) identified several consequences of RM including the concept of share of 
customer as opposed to market share. Share of customer occurs when the seller tries to fill 
more of the customer’s need for a product or service with its offerings. Share of customer 
allows the seller to exploit its existing customer base for increased sales. Pitta et al. (2004) 
posited that measuring customer value is an important component in evaluating the 
profitability of customers and determining if the investment in value-added relational 
activities is worth the outlay. In the present study, share of customer is determined by the 
most frozen entrée purchases from one manufacturer measured in total annual dollars. Frozen 
food manufacturers were selected for this study, as value-added, frozen entrees represent a 
large portion of food cost for a school foodservice menu (Technomic, 2008).  
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Previous research (Chang & Tseng, 2005; Du, Kamakura, & Mela 2007; Fink et al., 
2007; Gummesson, 1998, 2004; Jain, 2005; Morris & Carter 2005; B. Murphy et al., 2005; 
Pitta et al., 2004) has indicated that RM and higher levels of relational bonds have a positive 
effect on exchange outcomes. The proposed model shows a positive effect of financial bonds 
on the key ethical variables that build customer loyalty. The model proposes that the higher 
level bonds of social and structural solutions also have a positive effect on the key ethical 
variables. Further, the model shows the key variables of trust, equity, responsibility, and 
commitment mediating the relationship between the relational bonds and share of the 
customer. Based on Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) findings, the model also shows trust has a 
positive effect on relationship commitment. 
Research Hypotheses 
The public sector buyer–seller dyad used for this study is public school district 
foodservice administrators representing the buyers and frozen food manufacturers 
representing the sellers. The hypotheses of this study are based on the effects of the various 
primary bonds on each of the four key ethical variables, and the effect of the key variables on 
the exchange outcome determined by share of customer, as presented in the conceptual 
model (Figure 1). The hypotheses are presented in sequential order from first to third level 
primary bonds, their effect on the four key variables, and the effect of the key variables on 
share of customer.  
Relationship Between Financial Bonds and Key Ethical Variables 
Financial bonds are identified in this study as sales tactics such as sales incentives and 
pricing discounts. Although competitors easily match these tactics, they are expected to have 
a positive effect on the key variables of trust, equity, responsibility, and commitment. 
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Financial bonds can satisfy the utilitarian value of the relationship (Chiu et al., 2005), but 
may not produce positive outcomes relative to ROI (Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al., 2006). 
Although these bonds are weak, they can lead to positive short-term outcomes when buyers 
respond to seller pricing strategies. Therefore, 
H1: Financial bonds positively affect ethical relationships between frozen food 
manufacturers and foodservice administrators.  
H1a: Financial bonds positively affect trust.  
H1b: Financial bonds positively affect equity.  
H1c: Financial bonds positively affect commitment. . 
H1d: Financial bonds positively affect responsibility. 
Relationship Between Social Bonds and Key Ethical Variables 
Social bonds are identified in this study as personal contact and communication as 
well as social and educational events. Given that these tactics are based on building 
relationships between boundary spanners, they are expected to have a positive effect on the 
key variables of trust, equity, responsibility, and commitment. Although social bonding 
efforts have a direct and significant impact on profits (Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al., 2006), 
they cannot maintain sales relationships in a competitive environment (Turnbull & Wilson, 
1989). Social bonding influences the hedonic value of the relationship leading to affective 
relationships derived from personal enjoyment (Chiu et al., 2005). Therefore, 
H2: Social bonds positively affect ethical relationships between frozen food 
manufacturers and foodservice administrators.  
H2a: Social bonds positively affect trust.  
H2b: Social bonds positively affect equity. 
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H2c: Social bonds positively affect commitment. 
H2d: Social bonds positively affect responsibility. 
Relationship Between Structural Bonds and Key Ethical Variables 
Structural bonds are identified in this study as structural solutions to customer 
problems that are too difficult or expensive for customers to acquire on their own. Given that 
these tactics are value-added resources and solutions, they are expected to have a positive 
effect on the key variables of trust, equity, responsibility, and commitment. Structural bonds 
have a significant effect in protecting the interests of the selling firm by increasing the 
switching costs of the buyer and negating the benefits of switching to a lower cost supplier 
(Turnbull & Wilson, 1989). Structural bonds are also effective in enhancing customer loyalty 
(Chiu et al., 2005). Therefore, 
H3: Structural bonds positively affect ethical relationships between frozen food 
manufacturers and foodservice administrators.  
H3a: Structural bonds positively affect trust.  
H3b: Structural bonds positively affect equity.  
H3c: Structural bonds positively affect commitment. 
H3d: Structural bonds positively affect responsibility. 
Relationship Between Key Ethical Variables 
Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) theory of RM implies that relationship commitment and 
trust are key constructs that mediate between antecedents and outcomes and trust is central to 
all relational exchanges. No previous research was found that tests the relationship between 
equity and commitment and the relationship between responsibility and commitment. 
Gundlach and Murphy (1993) posited that trust, equity, responsibility, and commitment are 
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key ethical variables of relational exchange but did not operationalize their theory with an 
empirical study. This study will test the hypotheses that equity and responsibility have a 
significant relationship with commitment. Therefore, 
H4: Trust positively affects relationship commitment.  
H5: Equity is positively related with commitment, trust, and responsibility.  
H6: Responsibility is positively related with equity, commitment, and trust.  
Relationship Between Key Ethical Variables and Exchange Outcomes 
The key ethical principles of trust, equity, responsibility, and commitment build 
customer loyalty toward the supplier (Gundlach & Murphy, 1993). This customer loyalty 
should translate to increased sales for the supplier. Relationship commitment and trust 
contribute to the overall competitive performance of the selling firm (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 
Ndubisi and Wah (2005) studied key variables taken from numerous publications and 
concluded that trust and commitment are among five key variables that they identified as the 
underpinnings of RM. They identified equity as a previously published key variable but did 
not include this construct in their analysis.  
The commitment–trust relationship identified by Morgan and Hunt (1994) was tested 
in this study. The construct of equity and its positive effect on relationship commitment was 
also tested. The researcher could find no previous studies investigating this effect. The 
exchange outcome is defined as the self-declared largest share of the customer as perceived 
by the foodservice administrator. Large share of customer is defined as the one manufacturer 
from which the foodservice administrator purchases the largest annual dollar amount of 
frozen food entrées. Thus, 
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H7: Key ethical variables positively affect ethical relationships between frozen food 
manufacturers and foodservice administrators.  
H7a: Trust positively affects share of customer. 
H7b: Equity positively affects share of customer. 
H7c: Commitment positively affects share of customer. 
H7d: Responsibility positively affects share of customer. 
 37
CHAPTER III. RESEARCH METHODS 
This research assessed the perceptions of public sector buyer relationships with 
suppliers employing different levels of RBTs in a buyer–seller dyad. The study was 
conducted in two phases. Phase one used a qualitative focus group research design to develop 
a scale for responsibility and to identify the RBTs used by suppliers in the school foodservice 
industry. Phase two used quantitative descriptive research employing a survey of a cross 
section of the 5,000 largest school districts in the country (Market Data Research, 2008). The 
Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research approved the 
protocol for the study (Appendix A). Cover letters to subjects identifying the purpose of the 
study and guaranteeing confidentiality and the ability to drop out at any time, protected the 
rights and welfare of the human subjects. The researcher completed human subjects training 
and was certified by Iowa State University.  
Phase One: Focus Groups 
Study Sample 
Three consecutive focus groups were held in the central region of the United States. 
The uniform control was that all participants were administrators in public school districts 
participating in the CNP in the contiguous United States. School districts participating in 
CNP adhere to strict nutrition and meal component standards regulated by the federal 
government (USDA, 2008). These standards encourage administrators to purchase 
manufactured food products that are CN labeled (National School Lunch Program, 2003) to 
ensure that nutrition and meal component standards are met. This control ensures that all 
participants procure similar products with similar procurement methods. There are 
approximately 15,000 school districts participating in CNP, ranging from the New York City 
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Board of Education with over 1 million students to small one-room schools with a small 
number of students (National Center for Education Statistics, 2007). Administrators from 
school districts within the top 5,000 (enrollment of 1,800 students or more) were recruited, as 
they are the most likely to be exposed to RBTs.  
Participants were school foodservice administrators recruited by telephone contact 
(Appendix B) using a list of school districts purchased from a market research company. 
Participants were screened to meet uniform control of public school district administrators. 
Participants were offered $50 in cash compensation for attending the focus group for a period 
of 2 hours. According to Krueger and Casey (2000), focus groups should have 5 to 10 
participants to ensure the opportunity for everyone to share his or her insights while allowing 
for diversity of perceptions. Thirty participants were recruited to allow for last minute 
cancellations and no-shows.  
Research Design 
The focus groups were used to identify dimensions of the responsibility variable. The 
groups were also used to validate the specific RBTs used by food manufacturers at each of 
the three levels of relationship bonding identified by Berry (1995). The focus groups were 
held in a neutral meeting location away from work and in a facility with rooms constructed 
and environmentally controlled for focus group sessions. This provided a minimum of 
distraction during the session. The researcher facilitated the session with the assistance of a 
professional focus group moderator trained in group facilitation. A data processing specialist 
recorded the session. A focus group discussion guide (Appendix C), designed to identify 
constructs of responsibility and specific RBTs employed by food manufacturers, was used 
for the session. Krueger (1993) recommended a debriefing meeting of the facilitators and 
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recorder be held immediately following the session to identify key points and aid in accurate 
recall of discussions and details. The purpose, scope, and nature of the study were shared 
with participants towards the end of the session.  
Data Analysis 
The transcript data were organized and subdivided into analytically useful segments. 
The researcher and a research professional trained in qualitative research independently 
coded the data. The researcher met with the other rater prior to coding to review the 
definition of terms and discuss the meaning of each item on the discussion guide to improve 
inter-rater reliability. Data were coded to correspond to each item in the discussion guide. 
Additional codes were created by the raters for topics that emerged if they added value to the 
analysis. For example, the topic of ethics emerged when focus group participants were 
discussing financial and social incentives used by manufacturers. An overview grid was 
constructed to provide a descriptive summary of the focus group discussions. The results 
were used to develop a scale for responsibility and to identify the specific RBTs used by 
suppliers in the school foodservice industry.  
Phase Two: Survey 
Study Sample 
Stratified random sampling based on the seven regions within the USDA Food and 
Nutrition Service was used to identify the sampling frame for the survey. The database used 
in this study was rented from a marketing company that collects and compiles annual public 
data from the 50 state agencies that administer the federal CNP in public and nonpublic 
schools. The database was from the 2008 federal fiscal year. The data comprised the contact 
information, including e-mail addresses, for each school food authority administrator in each 
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state. There are approximately 15,000 school food authorities nationwide (USDA, 2008). 
School districts from Hawaii and Alaska were excluded from the data, as they represent 
unique challenges related to sales, marketing, and distribution of food. The remaining data 
were sorted by enrollment, and the top 5,000 school districts used as the population. The 
population was cut off at 5,000 school districts as this represented districts with an 
enrollment of approximately 1,800 students or greater. It is unlikely that food manufacturers 
engage in RM activities with school foodservice administrators serving fewer than 1,800 
students and school districts with fewer than 1,800 students often do not have a full-time 
administrator dedicated solely to foodservice management. Also, the primary sales and 
marketing contact for smaller school districts are foodservice distributor sales representatives 
that represent a broad line of products; thus they may not put marketing efforts towards 
specific manufacturers. The recommended number of completed surveys for a population of 
5,000 at a 95% confidence level and a ±5% sampling error is 356 (Dillman 2007). A sample 
size of 1,780 was determined based on Dillman’s recommendations and a desired response 
rate of 20%.  
Research Design 
A cross-sectional survey research design was used for phase two. A self-administered 
electronic questionnaire was distributed using the electronic survey tool Zoomerang™ 
(Appendix D). The questionnaire assessed the perceptions of school foodservice 
administrators for each of the three levels of relationship bonds: financial, social, and 
structural. Participants were asked to rate the helpfulness of specific RBTs using a 7-point 
Likert-type scale anchored with very helpful and not at all helpful. Participants were also 
asked how often specific RBTs are offered to them using a 6-point Likert-type scale 
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anchored with very frequently and never. The questionnaire assessed the perceptions of 
school foodservice administrators using modified existing scales for three of the four key 
variable constructs of trust, equity, and commitment. No applicable existing scales were 
found for the responsibility construct, so the researcher developed seven items to measure 
responsibility. All statements are anchored with strongly agree and strongly disagree using a 
7-point Likert-type scale. The last section of the questionnaire collected demographic 
information about the participant. 
Trust was defined as existing when one party has confidence in an exchange partner’s 
reliability and integrity (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). The psychometric scale of seven statements 
for trust developed by Morgan and Hunt (1994) were modified to provide clarity for 
foodservice administrators and used in the questionnaire (Appendix D). The Trust Scale 
produced a composite reliability of .949 in their research. Permission was obtained from 
Robert M. Morgan (personal communication, June 23, 2008) to use the Trust Scale. Equity is 
the perception of distributive justice based on the inputs and outputs in mutually satisfying 
exchanges (Oliver & Swan, 1989). Five statements representing the fairness and preference 
interpretation of equity from the Oliver and Swan Equity Scale were modified to provide 
clarity for foodservice administrators and used to measure equity (Appendix D). The fairness 
and preference interpretation of the Equity Scale produced a composite reliability of .832 in 
their study of consumer perceptions of interpersonal equity and satisfaction in transactions. 
Permission was obtained from Richard L. Oliver (personal communication, June 23, 2008) to 
use the Equity Scale. In this study, responsibility was defined in the context of ethical 
obligations that are linked to the morality of managerial duties (Gundlach & Murphy, 1993). 
The seven-item Responsibility Scale developed for this study was tested for reliability. 
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Commitment was defined as an exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with 
another is so important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it (Morgan & Hunt, 
1994). Seven statements from the Morgan and Hunt (1994) Commitment Scale were 
modified to provide clarity for foodservice administrators for this study. The Commitment 
Scale produced a composite reliability of .895 in their research. Permission was obtained 
from Robert M. Morgan (personal communication, June 23, 2008) to use the Commitment 
Scale. 
Pilot Test 
The questionnaire was pilot tested with members of the School Nutrition Association 
Education Committee. This group consisted of eight members who were either current or 
former school foodservice administrators. Participants were asked to provide comments on 
the content, clarity, and format of the survey. Changes to the questionnaire were made based 
on comments and concerns presented. Several pilot test participants raised concerns with the 
question asking participants to estimate their percentage of annual food purchases from their 
primary frozen food manufacturer. Two additional questions were added to the survey to 
assist in framing the percentage of annual food purchases by having participants rank order 
the menu frequency and cost of four popular categories of frozen entrees. The percentage 
question followed and was revised to improve clarity by asking participants to consider menu 
frequency and cost when estimating percentage of annual food purchases. Pilot test 
participants were excluded from the survey frame.  
Data Collection 
Data collection was conducted using Zoomerang™, an online survey tool. The survey 
(Appendix D) was launched via e-mail with a cover letter (Appendix E) that identified the 
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purpose of the research, stated the rights of the participants, and outlined the data collection 
procedures. The cover letter requested that the participant respond within 2 weeks. An 
automated link to the online questionnaire was embedded in the cover letter. The cover letter 
and questionnaire contained instructions for completing the questionnaire. The survey was 
constructed to disallow participants from providing more that one response per question. 
Respondents were allowed to skip any question on the survey. Survey completion was 
tracked electronically as a function of the Zoomerang™ software. A reminder was sent to 
nonrespondents 1 week after the initial survey launch. Zoomerang™ software was set to 
disallow participants from taking the survey more than once. Ten gift cards valued at $20 
were given away to respondents selected by random drawing as an incentive to respond to 
the survey. Winners were determined by the independent marketing company that 
administered the rented list of foodservice administrators. 
Data Analysis 
Zoomerang™ software provides data downloads in multiple formats. Results from 
the survey were downloaded into Microsoft Excel and then into SPSS version 16.0 (SPSS, 
Inc., 2005) for preliminary analysis. Normality was assessed by visual inspection of the 
histograms and examining the skewness and kurtosis values, with values greater than +/- 1 
indicating non-normal distributions. Linearity and the presence of univariate and multivariate 
outliers were assessed by examining the scatterplots of measured variables.  
For the three bonding strategy variables and the four mediating ethical variables, 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with the maximum likelihood extraction method (ML) was 
used to assess whether the survey items within each scale could be reduced into a smaller 
number of factors. Promax rotation was used when applicable to improve the interpretability 
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and utility of the factors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). To measure the internal consistency of 
each scale, Cronbach’s alpha and the inter-item correlation were computed. Reliability values 
of .7 to .8 for alpha are considered acceptable reliability (Kline, 1999). If removal of a survey 
item increased reliability, it was removed, and EFA with ML was used on the remaining 
items to obtain a revised factor solution.  
Once a final factor analysis solution with acceptable reliability was obtained for each 
variable, a composite was created by averaging across relevant survey items and then 
multiplying the mean by the number of scale items. The mean and standard deviation were 
computed for each composite and the outcome variable, percentage of total food purchases. 
Correlations between all constructs were computed.  
Prior to testing the path analysis model, the impact of missing data, multicollinearity, 
and multivariate normality was assessed. A series of logistic regression analyses were used to 
assess two things. The first analysis assessed whether the population characteristics 
significantly predicted the probability of not responding to any of the exogenous constructs. 
The second analysis assessed whether the demographic variables and the constructs 
significantly predicted the probability of not responding to the outcome variable, percentage. 
An estimator in Mplus 5.1 was used to assess whether not responding to any of the constructs 
was significantly related to not responding on the outcome variable. Values for tolerance 
were computed to screen for multicollinearity (correlations above .90) among constructs used 
in the path analysis model. Multivariate normality was assessed through PRELIS in LISREL.  
Mplus 5.1 with an estimator (MLR) was used to analyze the hypothesized path 
analysis model (Yuan & Bentler, 2000). Several fit indices were utilized. Chi-square was 
calculated, with a nonsignificant value indicating a possible good fit. Three other fit indices 
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were used in conjunction with chi-square. The comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1988) 
was calculated, with values greater than .95 indicating a good fit of the model. The root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993) was calculated, with 
values of .06 or less indicating a good-fitting model relative to the model degrees of freedom 
(Ullman, 2007). The standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) was computed, with 
values of .08 or less indicating a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  
Once a good fit was obtained, the significance of the indirect effects of the mediating 
variables on the outcome variable, percentage or total food purchases, was assessed using 
Sobel’s tests of indirect effects. In addition, confidence intervals for the indirect effects were 
constructed through bootstrap resampling (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). If zero did not fall 
between the upper and lower limits of the 95% confidence intervals, then the indirect effect 
was statistically different from zero at p < .05.  
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This research investigated the impact of different levels of private sector suppliers’ 
relationship-bonding efforts on buyer outcomes of public sector buyers of foodservice 
products in the context of ethical exchange. Public school district administrators who 
purchase food represented public sector buyers in the buyer–seller dyad. Private sector sellers 
in the buyer–seller dyad were represented by frozen food manufacturers producing frozen 
entrees for the school foodservice market. The hypotheses of this study are based on the 
effects of the various primary bonds on each of the four key ethical variables and the effect 
of the key variables on the exchange outcome determined by share of customer as presented 
in the conceptual model. The study was conducted in two phases.  
Phase One: Focus Groups 
Participants 
Thirty individuals were recruited by telephone contact using a list of school 
foodservice directors and supervisors. All recruits were screened to meet the uniform control 
of public school district administrator with food procurement responsibilities. Three 
consecutive focus group sessions were held at a focus group facility in one city in the central 
United States. Thirty participants were recruited to allow for cancellations and no shows with 
the goal of having 5 to 10 participants for each session. A total of 24 individuals came to the 
three focus group sessions. Seven individuals, all women, representing school districts with 
enrollments from 22,800 students to 119,500 students, participated in the first session. Eight 
individuals, five women and three men, from school districts with enrollments from 1,834 
students to 129,343 students, appeared for the second session. Nine individuals, seven 
women and two men, from school districts with enrollments from 15,100 students to 166,231 
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students, attended the third session. Other studies conducted in a school foodservice setting 
indicate that the majority of employees are women (Cullen & Watson, 2007; School 
Nutrition Association, 2007). No quantitative data indicating the ratio of women to men 
employed could be found. Participants were given $50 in cash compensation for attending 
the focus group for a period of about 2 hours.  
Focus Groups 
The focus groups were used to identify dimensions of the responsibility variable. The 
groups were also used to validate the specific RBTs used by food manufacturers at each of 
the three levels of relationship bonding identified by Berry (1995). The researcher facilitated 
the focus group sessions with the assistance of a professional focus group moderator and a 
data processing specialist. The focus group guide (Appendix C) was used by the facilitators, 
and the data processing specialist captured the participant responses during the session using 
a computer and MS Word software. Comments were captured verbatim with unintelligible 
words (e.g., “um,” “ah,” etc.) and irrelevant conversation (e.g., “please pass the water”) 
omitted. Debriefing meetings were held immediately following each session to review the 
printed transcript for accuracy and to aid in the accurate recall of discussions and details.  
Data Analysis 
The data were independently coded by the researcher and one other rater. The coded 
data from each rater were compared and discussed to resolve any differences. The data were 
coded to correspond to each session, topic, subtopic, and question in the discussion guide. 
The coded data resulted in two main topics: (a) responsibility in the context of buyer–seller 
relationships, and (b) manufacturers’ RBTs in the school foodservice market. The three 
subtopics under the topic of responsibility were: (a) the meaning of responsibility, (b) 
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indicators that measure responsibility of food manufacturers, and (c) demonstration of 
responsibility in food manufacturers. The three subtopics under the topic of RBTs were: (a) 
financial incentives, (b) social interaction, and (c) structural solutions.  
Working independently, the researcher used the long-table approach to analyze the 
data (Krueger & Casey, 2000). Each comment in the transcript was letter-, number-, and 
color-coded by session, topic, and subtopic. The transcripts were printed and cut apart into 
individual quotes. The letter, number, and color coding was used to identify the origin of the 
quote. Each question from the focus group guide was written at the top of a flip chart paper 
and placed in order on a long wall. Each individual cut-apart quote was then read and 
determined as answering the question, answering a different question, or not answering any 
question. Quotes that answered a question were placed on the flip chart paper containing the 
question it answered. Quotes that contained comments rather than answers were determined 
to be either important to the topic, and placed under the appropriate question, or irrelevant to 
the topic, and set aside. The quotes on each sheet of flip chart paper were reread and 
rearranged to place like quotes together into like categories. 
The flip chart pages were used to construct an overview grid. The grid was arranged 
by topic, subtopic, and question. A descriptive summary was written for the like categories of 
quotes under each question under the topic of responsibility. The descriptive summaries were 
compared and contrasted across subtopics and questions and then consolidated into six 
themes for the topic of responsibility. A matrix was created to demonstrate the number of 
quotes arranged by theme for each subtopic under the topic of responsibility (Table 1). The 
themes were used to develop a Responsibility Scale (Table 2).  
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Table 1. Participant Responses by Responsibility Theme and Subtopic 
Theme 
Subtopic 1: 
Meaning of 
responsibility
Subtopic 2: 
Indicators of 
responsibility
Subtopic 3: 
Demonstrations 
of responsibility Total 
Does what it says it is going to 
do 7 17 6 30 
Takes responsibility for the 
business 14 7  21 
Is proactive  11 11 22 
Understands my business 
needs  1 23  24 
Interpersonal relationships  4  4 
Honesty 3 1  4 
Total 25 63 17 105 
 
Table 2. Responsibility Scale Items by Theme 
Scale item Theme 
This manufacturer does what they say they are going 
to do. 
Does what it says it is going to do 
This manufacturer takes responsibility for fixing 
problems, even when it is not entirely their fault.  
Takes responsibility for the 
business 
We can’t count on this manufacturer to support us 
when things go wrong.  
Takes responsibility for the 
business 
If there is a problem, this manufacturer will let us 
know as soon as possible. 
Is proactive 
This manufacturer anticipates our needs. Is proactive 
This manufacturer asks us for feedback.  Is proactive 
This manufacturer really understands my business. Understands my business needs 
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Two of the six themes, interpersonal relationships and honesty, had few responses 
(four each) associated with them. Scale items were not created for either theme due to the 
low number of responses and the inclusion of the theme of honesty in the Trust Scale 
developed by Morgan and Hunt (1994). Of the four remaining themes, one scale item was 
written for the “do what you say you are going to do” theme, two scale items for the “takes 
responsibility for the business” theme, three scale items for the “being proactive” theme, and 
one scale item for the “understands my business” theme. Each theme was analyzed to 
determine how much emphasis to give it based on the frequency, specificity, and emotion 
associated with the individual quotes contained in that theme.  
Specific RBT descriptions were retained from the focus group guide for the topic of 
RBTs. One new description, brand equity, emerged from the focus group data and was added 
to the structural solutions category. A matrix was created to demonstrate the number of 
quotes arranged by RBT for each subtopic under the topic of RBTs (Table 3).The results 
were used to validate examples of RBTs used in the survey and to identify an additional RBT 
(brand equity) for the survey. A total of 11 responses were categorized under “other” and 
were not used in the survey.  
Phase Two: Survey Results 
Descriptive Statistics 
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 
Electronic questionnaires were sent to a random sample of school administrators (N= 
1,780) stratified by USDA region. The online survey was completed by 685 of the 1,780 
school administrators for a response rate of 38%. Respondents were asked five demographic 
questions (see Table 4). Most of the respondents (89.5%) replied they were from school 
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Table 3. Participant Responses by RBT and Subtopic 
Tactics 
Subtopic 1: 
Financial 
incentives 
Subtopic 2: 
Social 
interaction
Subtopic 3: 
Structural 
solutions 
Total 
responses 
Marketing/promotions/premiums 14    14 
Price discounts 6    6 
Loyalty programs 7    7 
Dedicated sales representative  16   16 
Email/phone contact  9   9 
Sales events/food shows  8   8 
Product demonstrations/training  12   12 
Social interactions  8   8 
Advisory boards  3   3 
National/state association involvement  2   2 
Charitable donations  3   3 
Brand equity   6  6 
Customized training   2  2 
Customized products   6  6 
Customized marketing/promotions   3  3 
Operations support   3  3 
Equipment support   4  4 
Technology support   4  4 
Other     
Ethics issues 4    4 
Need for the incentives 2    2 
Short-term effects 1    1 
Long-term effects 4    4 
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Table 4. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents (N = 685) 
Demographic characteristic n % 
Total 
population 
%a 
School district enrollment (n = 675)    
     Less than 5,000 389 57.6 61.0 
     5,001–10,000 110 16.3 21.4 
     10,001–25,000 105 15.6 12.1 
     25,001–50,000 43 6.4 3.8 
     50,001–100,000 15 2.2 1.5 
     More than 100,000 13 1.9 0.6 
Foodservice management type (n = 671)    
     Self-operated 600 89.4 88.2 
     Contract management 71 10.6 11.8 
Participation in a food buying cooperative (n = 
670) 
   
     Yes 400 59.7 42.9 
     No 270 40.3 57.1 
Average length of food purchasing contract 
resulting from a food bid or request for proposal 
(RFP) (n = 661) 
   
     6 months 91 13.8 na 
     1 year 424 64.1 na 
     2 years 37 5.6 na 
     3 years 55 8.3 na 
     More than 3 years 54 8.2 na 
USDA region (n = 667)    
     Northeast region 54 8.1 12.8 
     Mid-Atlantic region 75 11.2 14.2 
     Southeast region 87 13.0 15.8 
     Midwest region 224 33.6 22.4 
     Mountain plains region 98 14.7 7.3 
     Southwest region 53 7.9 11.1 
     West region 76 11.4 16.3 
aTotal population % reflects the total percentage of school districts nationally reporting a 
characteristic as reported by MDR (2008; school district enrollment), USDA/FNS (2000; 
food service management type), and USDA/FNS (1998; purchasing cooperative 
participation).  
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districts with enrollment of 25,000 students or less. More than half of the respondents 
(57.6%) indicated they were from school districts with enrollment of fewer than 5,000 
students. This compares to 61% of school districts with less than 5,000 students reported by 
MDR for the 5,000 largest school districts in the country (MDR, 2008). Most of the 
respondents (89.4%) stated they represented a self-operated foodservice program. This 
compares to 88.2% of school districts reported as self-operated in 1997–98 by USDA/FNS 
(2000). Respondents were more evenly split on whether or not they participated in a food 
buying cooperative with 59.7% selecting yes and 40.3% selecting no. USDA/FNS reported 
42.9% of school districts participating in purchasing cooperatives in a 1998 study. Almost 
two-thirds of respondents indicated their average length of food purchasing contract as one 
year. The largest number of respondents (33.6%) were from the Midwest region and the 
fewest number of respondents were from the Southwest region (7.9%) and Northeast region 
(8.1%).  
Frozen Entrée Purchases 
Respondents were asked three questions regarding their purchases of chicken, pizza, 
beef and Mexican frozen entrées. First, they were asked to rank these four frozen entrées 
from “1” to “4,” with “1” being the entrée they purchased most frequently and “4” being the 
entrée they purchased the least frequently. Chicken entrées were ranked by the most 
respondents (58.1%) as entrées they purchased the most. Mexican entrées were ranked by the 
most respondents (70.9%) as entrées they purchased the least (see Table 5). 
Second, they were asked to rank the same four frozen entrées from one to four, with 
one being the entrées that on average cost the most per serving and four being the entrées that 
on average cost the least per serving. Pizza entrées were ranked by the most respondents  
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Table 5. Rankings of Frozen Entrées Based on Purchase Frequency (N = 685)  
 Rank 
   1    2    3    4  
Frozen entrée n % n % n % n % 
Chicken entrées (n = 602)  350 58.1 178 29.6 48 8.0 26 4.3 
Pizza entrées (n = 595) 217 36.5 218 36.6 105 17.6 55 9.2 
Beef entrées (n = 596) 57 9.6 161 27.0 314 52.7 64 10.7 
Mexican entrées (n = 628) 35 5.6 41 6.5 107 17.0 445 70.9 
Note. Ranking scale: 1 = Entrées purchased the most to 4 = Entrées purchased the least. 
 
Table 6. Rankings of Frozen Entrées Based on Average Cost per Serving (N = 685) 
 Rank 
   1    2    3    4  
Frozen entrée n % n % n % n % 
Chicken entrées (n = 602)  140 22.8 177 28.8 168 27.3 130 21.1 
Pizza entrées (n = 595) 220 36.3 172 28.4 136 22.4 78 12.9 
Beef entrées (n = 596) 86 14.1 160 26.3 167 27.5 195 32.1 
Mexican entrées (n = 628) 185 29.9 127 20.6 135 21.8 171 27.7 
Note. Ranking scale: 1 = Entrées that on average cost the most per serving, 4 = Entrées that 
on average cost the least per serving. 
 
 
(36.3%) as entrées that on average cost the most per serving. Beef entrées were ranked by the 
most respondents (32.1%) as entrées that on average cost the least per serving (see Table 6).  
Finally, respondents were asked to consider their answers to the first two questions 
and think about the one frozen food manufacturer that supplied the highest annual volume of 
frozen entrées (measured in dollars) to their foodservice program. The respondents were to 
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identify this manufacturer as their primary frozen food manufacturer and estimate the 
percentage of total district’s food purchases measured in annual dollars. Visual inspection of 
the resulting histogram revealed a normal distribution. Measures of skewness (.52) and 
kurtosis (-.56) were in the range of +/-1.00, indicating a normal distribution. The mean 
percentage of total food purchases from respondents’ primary frozen food manufacturer was 
M = 40.38% (N = 487) with a standard deviation 24.10%.  
Factor Analysis 
Factor analysis is a statistical technique that assumes there are some underlying 
factors, fewer in number than the number of observed items, that are responsible for the 
covariation among the observed items (Kim & Mueller, 1978). These factors consist of items 
that correlated with one another but are largely independent of other item subsets 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Factor analysis is helpful when a researcher would like to 
reduce a large number of observed items to a smaller number of factors.  
Given that there was no prior hypothesis as to how many underlying factors may exist 
for the given data, EFA was used to examine if the survey items within each scale could be 
reduced into a smaller number of hypothetical factors. The initial solution for each scale was 
obtained using ML, which tries to identify the population values for factor loadings that 
maximize the likelihood of sampling the observed correlation matrix from the population. 
Promax rotation was used to improve the interpretability and utility of the solution by 
maximizing the simple structure and distinguishing which items did and did not correlate 
with each factor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The internal consistency of each scale was 
assessed using Cronbach’s alpha and the average inter-item correlation. Kline (1999) 
suggested values between .7-.8 for Cronbach’s alpha are considered acceptable reliability 
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values. The average inter-item correlation provides information about how well the items on 
the scale relate to one another. A high inter-item correlation suggests that the items on the 
scale are measuring the same thing (DeVellis, 1991).  
Financial Bonding Strategies Scale 
The complete Financial Bonding Strategies Scale consists of eight items with an 
acceptable initial internal consistency of α = .75 and an average inter-item correlation of r = 
.28 prior to rotation. EFA with ML extraction and Promax rotation identified three factors 
accounting for 26%, 17%, and 18% of the total variance, respectively (see Table 7). 
Table 7. EFA Structure Matrix for Financial Bonding Strategies—Initial 
Item F1 F2 F3 
How helpful is each of these financial incentives to your foodservice 
program?a 
   
     Sales discounts .39* .36 .27 
     Bid pricing .12 .20 .99*
     Promotions .42 .62* .19 
     Loyalty programs .38 .99* .14 
How often is each of these financial incentives offered to you by your 
primary frozen food manufacturer?b 
   
     Sales discounts .58* .24 .10 
     Bid pricing .22 .12 .71*
     Promotions .88* .36 .22 
     Loyalty programs .67* .53 .04 
Note. ML extraction with Promax rotation; variance explained: F1 = 26%, F2 = 17%, F3 = 
18%. Entries are factor structure loadings. 
aRating scale ranged from 1 (Not at all helpful) to 7 (Very helpful). bRating scale ranged from 
1 (Never) to 6 (Very often). 
*p < .05. 
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 Examination of the factor correlation matrix showed low intercorrelations between 
Factor 1 and Factor 3 (r = .19), and Factor 2 and Factor 3 (r = .18). This finding suggests the 
two bid pricing items on Factor 3 did not measure the financial bonding strategies construct 
as well as the remaining items. Reliability was not affected by the removal of the two bid 
pricing items from the scale as it remained at α = .75 for both Factor 1 and Factor 2. In 
addition, the correlation (r = .92) between the composite scores formed from the eight items 
and the reduced six items illustrated minimal information loss due to removal of the two bid 
pricing items. 
 EFA with ML extraction and Promax rotation on the remaining six items identified 
two factors that accounted for 30% and 24% of the total variance, respectively (see Table 8). 
The intercorrelation between Factor 1 and Factor 2 was r =.46. There is no existing 
Table 8. EFA Structure Matrix for Financial Bonding Strategies—Revised 
Item F1 F2 
How helpful is each of these financial incentives to your foodservice program?a   
     Sales discounts .47* .38 
     Promotions .99* .35 
     Loyalty programs .63* .46 
How often is each of these financial incentives offered to you by your primary 
frozen food manufacturer?b 
  
     Sales discounts .26 .60*
     Promotions .45 .75*
     Loyalty programs .35 .78*
Note. ML extraction with Promax rotation; variance explained: F1 = 30%, F2 = 24%. Entries 
are factor structure loadings. 
aRating scale ranged from 1 (Not at all helpful) to 7 (Very helpful). bRating scale ranged from 
1 (Never) to 6 (Very often). 
*p < .05.  
 58
theoretical literature to support keeping both factors. Therefore, the remaining six items were 
used as the complete Financial Bonding Strategies Scale, which indicated good internal 
consistency (α = .78) and average inter-item correlation (r = .37). 
Personal and Social Bonding Strategies Scale  
Eight items comprise the complete Personal and Social Bonding Strategies Scale. 
Initial internal consistency of α = .88 and average inter-item correlation of r = .47 prior to 
rotation was good. EFA with ML extraction and Promax rotation indicated two factors 
accounting for 34% and 25% of the total variance, respectively (Table 9). The 
intercorrelation between Factor 1 and Factor 2 was r = .60. 
Table 9. EFA Structure Matrix for Personal and Social Bonding Strategies—Initial 
Item F1 F2 
How helpful is each of these personal/social contacts to your foodservice 
program?a 
  
     One dedicated salesperson .48 .99*
     Personal relationship with manufacturer’s representative .58 .71*
     Manufacturer’s representative involved in School Nutrition Association .65 .56 
     Food demonstrations/training .55 .47 
How often is each of these personal/social contacts offered to you by your 
primary frozen food manufacturer?b 
  
     One dedicated salesperson .59 .65*
     Personal relationship with manufacturer’s representative .78* .56 
     Manufacturer’s representative involved in School Nutrition Association .81* .44 
     Food demonstrations/training .74* .38 
Note. ML extraction with Promax rotation; variance explained: F1 = 34%, F2 = 25%. Entries 
are factor loadings. 
aRating scale ranged from 1 (Not at all helpful) to 7 (Very helpful). bRating scale ranged from 
1 (Never) to 6 (Very often). 
*p < .05. 
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Another EFA using Principle Axis Factoring was performed due to a communality 
value exceeding 1.00. This method failed to extract two factors. A single-factor solution was 
forced using ML extraction and no rotation. The single factor of eight items had good 
reliability (α = .88; average inter-item correlation r = .47) and accounted for 47% of the total 
variance. This single factor was retained for future analyses (Table 10). 
Table 10. EFA Factor Matrix for Personal and Social Bonding Strategies—Revised 
Item F1 
How helpful is each of these personal/social contacts to your foodservice program?a  
     One dedicated salesperson .68 
     Personal relationship with manufacturer’s representative .72 
     Manufacturer’s representative involved in School Nutrition Association .69 
     Food demonstrations/training .58 
How often is each of these personal/social contacts offered to you by your primary 
frozen food manufacturer?b 
 
     One dedicated salesperson .67 
     Personal relationship with manufacturer’s representative .79 
     Manufacturer’s representative involved in School Nutrition Association .72 
     Food demonstrations/training .65 
Note. ML extraction with no rotation; variance explained: F1 = 47%. Entries are factor 
structure loadings.  
aRating scale ranged from 1 (Not at all helpful) to 7 (Very helpful). bRating scale ranged from 
1 (Never) to 6 (Very often). 
* p < .05. 
 
Structural Bonding Strategies Scale  
For the complete 10-item scale, internal consistency was good (α = .87, average inter-
item r = .42). The initial EFA with ML extraction solution identified two factors accounting 
for 43% and 16% of the total variance, respectively (see Table 11). Separate reliability  
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Table 11. EFA Structure Matrix for Structural Bonding Strategies 
Item F1 F2 
How helpful is each of these value-added solutions to your foodservice program?a   
     Equipment provided at no cost .29 .72*
     Customized products .43 .83*
     Customized promotions .39 .87*
     Onsite chef or school program specialist support .30 .71*
     Retail branded products/concepts .40 .68*
How often is each of these value-added solutions offered to you by your primary 
frozen food manufacturer?b 
  
     Equipment provided at no cost .69* .36 
     Customized products .90* .36 
     Customized promotions .88* .41 
     Onsite chef or school program specialist support .63* .31 
     Retail branded products/concepts .66* .34 
Note. ML extraction with Promax rotation; variance explained: F1 = 43%, F2 = 16%. Entries 
are factor structure loadings.  
*p < .05. 
 
analyses on the two factors, each with five items, indicated good internal consistency for 
Factor 1 (α = .88; average inter-item correlation r = .59) and Factor 2 (α = .87; average inter-
item correlation r = .57). Intercorrelation between Factor 1 and Factor 2 was r = .46. Again, 
there is no current literature supporting the use of two factors. Given that the internal 
consistency of the complete 10-item Structural Bonding Strategies Scale was good (α = .88; 
average inter-item correlation r = .42), a single factor was retained for future analyses. 
Trust Scale  
The internal consistency from the complete seven-item Trust Scale was good (α = 
.88; average inter-item correlation r = .60). Initial EFA with ML extraction and no rotation 
on the complete scale indicated one factor accounting for 67% of the total variance (see 
Table 12). Removing the reversed-scored statement, “In our relationship, this manufacturer 
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Table 12. EFA Factor Matrix for Trust Scale 
Item: In our relationship, this manufacturer . . . F1 
Cannot be trusted (R) .20 
Is truthful .72 
Can be trusted .86 
Can be counted on to do what is right .86 
Is faithful .91 
Is someone that I have great confidence in .95 
Has high integrity .95 
Note. ML extraction with no rotation; variance explained: F1 = 67%. Entries are factor 
structure loadings. Rating scale ranged from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). 
 
cannot be trusted,” increased the internal consistency value to α = .95 (average inter-item 
correlation = .77). In addition, this item had a very low factor loading. Given these results, 
this item was dropped from the scale and the remaining six items were used as the complete 
Trust Scale in future analyses. The correlation (r = .97) between the composite scores formed 
from the seven items and the reduced six items indicated that there was very little 
information lost when the reverse-scored statement was dropped from the scale. 
Commitment Scale  
For the complete seven-item scale, internal consistency was good (α = .88; average 
inter-item correlation r = .53). EFA with ML extraction with Promax rotation identified two 
factors accounting for 55% and 10% of the total variance, respectively (see Table 13). The 
intercorrelation between Factor 1 and Factor 2 was r = .69. Removal of the reverse-scored  
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Table 13. EFA Structure Matrix for Commitment Scale—Initial 
Item: The relationship that we have with this manufacturer is . . . F1 F2 
Something we are very committed to .67 .87* 
Very important to us .66 .95* 
Of very little significance to us (R) .36 .60* 
Something we intend to maintain indefinitely .73* .64 
Very much like being family .71* .46 
Something we really care about .81* .64 
Deserves our maximum effort to maintain .87* .54 
Note. ML extraction with Promax rotation; variance explained: F1 = 55%, F2 = 10%. Entries 
are factor structure loadings.  
*p < .05. 
 
statement, “The relationship that we have with this manufacturer is of very little significance 
to us,” increased the internal consistency to α = .89 and average inter-item correlation to r = 
.59. A revised EFA with ML extraction and no rotation on the remaining six items yielded a 
single factor, which accounted for 59% of the total variance (see Table 14). Given that the 
correlation between the two factors above was strong at r = .69 (see Table 14) and internal 
consistency was increased with the removal of the reverse-scored statement, the one factor of 
six items was retained for future analyses. The correlation between the full scale and the 
reduced scale was r = .98, which indicated the removal of the reverse-scored statement 
resulted in very minimal information loss. 
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Table 14. EFA Factor Matrix for Commitment Scale—Revised 
Item: The relationship that we have with this manufacturer is . . . F1 
Something we are very committed to .83 
Very important to us .82 
Something we intend to maintain indefinitely .76 
Very much like being a family .64 
Something we really care about .77 
Deserves our maximum effort to maintain .75 
Note. ML extraction with no rotation; variance explained: F1 = 59%. Entries are factor 
structure loadings. 
 
Equity Scale 
Initial internal consistency for the complete five item scale was moderate with α = .68 
and average inter-item correlation of r = .31. Two factors resulted from EFA with ML 
extraction using Promax rotation. These factors accounted for 34% and 23% of the total 
variance, respectively (see Table 15). The intercorrelation between Factor 1 and Factor 2 was 
r = .53. Factor loadings were low for items four and five. Removing item four, “I think this 
manufacturer got more out of the purchasing arrangement than we did,” slightly decreased 
reliability (α = .64) and slightly increased the average inter-item correlation (r = .33). 
Removing item five, “I think we got more out of the purchasing arrangement than this 
manufacturer did,” increased reliability to α = .77 and average inter-item correlation to r 
=.48. Removing both items four and five resulted in enhanced internal consistency values: α 
= .78 and average inter-item correlation r = .59. However, if both item four and item five 
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Table 15. EFA Structure Matrix for Equity Scale—Initial 
Item F1 F2 
We are treated fairly by this manufacturer. .65 .75*
We are not treated fairly by this manufacturer. (R) .98* .36 
The terms of our purchasing arrangement with this manufacturer are fair. .62 .95*
I think this manufacturer got more out of the purchasing arrangement than we  
did. (R) 
.45* .34 
I think we got more out of the purchasing arrangement than this manufacturer did. .01 .14*
Note. ML extraction with Promax rotation; variance explained: F1 = 34%, F2 = 23%. Entries are 
factor structure loadings.  
* p < .05. 
 
were removed, the scale would contain only three items. In order to retain as many scale 
items as possible while maintaining acceptable internal consistency and average inter-item 
correlation values, only item five was removed. A revised EFA with ML extraction and no 
rotation on the first four items resulted in one factor explaining 51% of the total variance, 
which was retained for future analyses (see Table 16). The correlation between the full scale  
Table 16. EFA Factor Matrix for Equity Scale—Revised 
Item  F1 
We are treated fairly by this manufacturer. .90 
We are not treated fairly by this manufacturer. (R) .60 
The terms of our purchasing arrangement with this manufacturer are fair. .83 
I think this manufacturer got more out of the purchasing arrangement than we did. (R) .42 
Note. ML extraction with no rotation; variance explained: F1 = 51%. Entries are factor 
structure loadings.  
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of five items and the reduced scale of four items was r = .96 indicating minimal loss of 
information with the removal of item five. 
Responsibility Scale 
Using all seven items from the scale resulted in good internal consistency (α = .83, 
average inter-item correlation, r = .45). One factor explaining 48% of the variance resulted 
from EFA with ML extraction and no rotation (see Table 17). Removing reverse-scored item 
four, “We can’t count on this manufacturer to support us when things go wrong,” increased 
internal consistency: α = .88 and average inter-item correlation r = .55. A revised EFA with 
ML extraction and no rotation resulted in one factor accounting for 55% of the total variance 
(see Table 18). The correlation between the composite scores created from the original seven  
 
Table 17. EFA Factor Matrix for Responsibility Scale—Initial 
Item  F1 
This manufacturer does what they say they are going to do. .70 
If there is a problem, this manufacturer will let us know as soon as possible. .74 
This manufacturer takes responsibility for fixing problems even when it is not 
entirely their fault. 
.72 
We can’t count on this manufacturer to support us when things go wrong. (R) .28 
This manufacturer anticipates our needs. .79 
This manufacturer asks us for feedback. .71 
This manufacturer really understands my business. .79 
Note. ML extraction with no rotation; variance explained: F1 = 48%. Entries are factor 
structure loadings. 
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Table 18. EFA Factor Matrix for Responsibility Scale—Revised 
Item  F1 
This manufacturer does what they say they are going to do. .69 
If there is a problem, this manufacturer will let us know as soon as possible. .74 
This manufacturer takes responsibility for fixing problems even when it is not 
entirely their fault. 
.71 
This manufacturer anticipates our needs. .79 
This manufacturer asks us for feedback. .72 
This manufacturer really understands my business. .79 
Note. ML extraction with no rotation; variance explained: F1 = 55%. Entries are factor 
structure loadings. 
 
 
items and the reduced six items was high, r = .97, which indicates there was little information 
lost in removing item four. In addition, because internal consistency and total variance 
explained increased with the removal of item four, one factor with the remaining six items 
was retained. 
Table 19 summarizes the reliability information for the scale composites. Correlations 
between constructs derived from the factor analysis were computed. All constructs were 
significantly correlated with one another at p < .01. However, out of 21 correlations only 
seven of them were greater than r = .50, indicating that most of the correlations between the 
constructs were weak. The largest correlations were found between equity and trust, r = .68,  
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Table 19. Reliability Information for Scale Composites 
Measure 
# of 
items n α 
Average 
 r Min Max 
Financial Bonding Strategies 6 654 .78 .37 6.00 42.00 
Personal/Social Bonding Strategies 8 648 .88 .47 8.67 56.00 
Structural Bonding Strategies 10 636 .88 .42 10.48 70.00 
Trust 6 648 .95 .76 7.50 42.00 
Commitment 6 644 .89 .89 6.00 42.00 
Equity 4 661 .77 .48 4.00 28.00 
Responsibility 6 643 .88 .55 13.00 42.00 
Note. All composites created by averaging across relevant items and multiplying the mean by 
the number of scale items. 
 
 
and responsibility and trust, r = .68, indicating these two constructs were moderately 
correlated (see Table 20). 
The mean and standard deviation were computed for each construct and the outcome 
variable, percentage of total food purchases (see Table 20). For the outcome variable, 
percentage of total food purchases, the standard deviation of SD = 24.10 was large relative to 
the mean (M = 40.38) representing a high level of variation in responses for this variable. For 
the remaining constructs, the standard deviation was small relative to the mean indicating 
less variability in responses. 
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Table 20. Composite Correlations and Descriptive Information for Model Variables 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Financial 1.00 .44 .51 .16 .23 .11 .21 .09 
2. Social .44** 1.00 .49 .33 .43 .34 .41 .21 
3. Structural .51** .49** 1.00 .14 .20 .12 .23 .05 
4. Trust .17** .33** .14** 1.00 .60 .69 .68 .04 
5. Commitment .23** .43** .20** .60** 1.00 .51 .61 .22 
6. Equity .12** .35** .13** .68** .51** 1.00 .62 -.02 
7. Responsibility .21** .41** .23** .68** .61** .62** 1.00 .05 
8. Percentage .08* .12** .05 .03 .21** -.03 .04 1.00 
     M 26.47 40.35 41.79 33.34 28.63 21.18 30.81 40.38 
     SD 6.27 9.15 11.73 5.80 5.97 3.63 5.66 24.10 
Note. Correlations above the diagonal are estimated over missing data. Correlations below 
diagonal are complete cases. 
*p < .10. **p < .01. 
 
Path Analysis 
 Based on previous literature, an initial model was hypothesized to represent the 
relationship between the factors and the outcome measure of percentage of respondents’ total 
food purchases from their primary frozen food manufacturer (see Figure 1). Mplus v. 5.1 was 
used to analyze the data.  
Preliminary Analysis 
 Missing data. Covariances, parameter estimates, and chi-square tests of fit are 
sensitive to sample size. Therefore, missing data and the pattern of the missing data are 
important to analyze (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In creating the model constructs, 
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computation using mean substitution involved taking the mean of the scale items and 
multiplying it by the number of items in the scale. If a respondent did not respond to any of 
the items on a scale, the resulting composite score is a missing value. Assessment of the scale 
items indicated that over 97% (n = 665) of the respondents provided enough information to 
create the model constructs. Examination of the outcome variable, percentage of 
respondents’ total food purchases from their primary frozen food manufacturer, showed that 
almost 29% (n = 198) of respondents did not provide information for this variable. A series 
of analyses was performed to determine if the data were missing completely at random 
(MCAR), missing at random (MAR), or missing not at random (MNAR). 
 The first analysis assessed whether any of the demographic variables significantly 
predicted the probability of not responding to any of the exogenous constructs in the model 
(except percentage of total food purchases). The rate of missingness on the composite scores 
used in the model ranged from 7 cases (1.02%) on financial and social bonding strategies to a 
maximum of 14 cases (2.04%) on the responsibility variable. A single dichotomous indicator 
was created to reflect any missingness (coded 1) on any of the exogenous constructs. The 
categorical nature of the demographic variables was included in the model. To avoid a 
complicated regression model, each demographic variable was used as the predictor in the 
logistic regression in isolation . A series of logistic regressions examined whether the 
probability of missingness on the exogenous constructs was related to the demographic 
characteristics of the sample. Results indicated that none of the demographic variables was 
found to significantly predict the probability of missingness on the exogenous variables (see 
Table 21). 
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Table 21. Summary of Logistic Regression Analyses for Demographic Variables Predicting 
Missingness on the Exogenous Constructs  
Demographic variable Block χ2 df p 
School district enrollment 4.70 5 .45 
Foodservice management type 0.03 1 .87 
Participation in food buying cooperative 0.92 1 .34 
Average length of food purchasing contract 4.66 4 .32 
 
 
The second analysis assessed whether the demographic variables and the constructs 
significantly predicted the probability of not responding to the outcome variable, percentage 
of respondents’ total food purchases from their primary frozen food manufacturer. These 
predictors were again assessed separately to avoid an overly complicated regression model. 
The results indicated two significant predictors (see Table 22). Respondents who identified 
their foodservice facility as contract management were significantly less likely to fail to 
respond to the outcome measure than were those respondents who identified their facility as 
self-operated. Those respondents who indicated greater level of trust were more likely to 
respond to the outcome variable. The upper limits of the 95% confidence intervals for both 
predictors exceed 0.90, which indicated the probability of not responding to the outcome 
variable may be only slightly lower among those respondents identified as contract 
management or among those respondents with higher levels of trust. Overall, the pattern of 
associations across all variables was inconsistent. 
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Table 22. Summary of Logistic Regression Analyses for Demographic Variables and 
Constructs Predicting Missingness on the Outcome Variable 
Demographic variable/construct  Block χ2 df p 
School district enrollment 7.34 5 .20 
Foodservice management type 5.33* 1 .02 
Participation in food buying cooperative 0.66 1 .42 
Average length of food purchasing contract 6.01 4 .20 
Financial Bonding Strategies 2.12 1 .15 
Social/Personal Bonding Strategies 0.06 1 .81 
Structural Bonding Strategies 0.51 1 .48 
Trust 4.76* 1 .03 
Commitment 2.22 1 .14 
Equity 0.56 1 .45 
Responsibility 0.01 1 .95 
*p < .05. 
 
A third analysis assessed whether missingness on the predictor variables was 
significantly related to missingness on the outcome variable. Results indicated that those who 
did not respond to the predictor variables were on average 7.90 times as likely to not respond 
to the outcome variable (95% CI = 2.83, 22.05). These results suggest the best predictor of 
missingness on the outcome variable is missingness on other survey measures (complete 
missingness). In addition, because the complete possible range of responses from 1% to 
100% was observed in the current sample, the missingness in the current sample appears to 
be MAR as opposed to NMAR. Mplus 5.1 uses an estimator (MLR) for models when data 
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violate multivariate normality assumptions and the non-normal data include missing values 
(Yuan & Bentler, 2000). This estimator was used to estimate the parameters and standard 
errors of the hypothesized model using those respondents who provided complete data 
(listwise) and those respondents who provided any data (full sample). Examination of the 
results indicated the estimates and conclusions did not vary based on what data set was used 
(see Table 23). Therefore, the full sample was retained because even the cases with missing 
data provided information useful for estimating other model parameters. 
Multicollinearity. When constructs are highly correlated with one another (.90 and 
above), problems with multicollinearity arise. Specifically, in path analysis, matrices are 
inverted. If multicollinearity exists, then the necessary matrices cannot be inverted 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Tolerance (1 – SMC, where SMC are the squared multiple 
correlations among the constructs) is one method of screening for multicollinearity. If values 
for tolerance are too low (.10 or lower), it is likely that multicollinearity exists. For the 
current data, the degree of multicollinearity was assessed using OLS regression. The range of 
tolerance values was .40 to .69. Because the values of tolerance for the constructs .40 or 
higher, multicollinearity between the constructs did not seem to be substantial. 
Multivariate normality. Estimation techniques in path analysis assume multivariate 
normality. For the current data, multivariate normality was assessed through PRELIS. 
Results indicated significant multivariate skewness (z = 15.30, p < .001), multivariate 
kurtosis (z = 11.19, p < .001), and joint skewness and kurtosis (χ2 = 359.16, p < .001). 
Therefore, the MLR estimator in Mplus 5.1 was used for the modeling analyses. In addition 
to addressing the non-normality of the data, this estimator is also helpful when there is a 
small sample and missing data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  
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Table 23. Comparison of Standardized Parameter Estimates from the Hypothesized Model 
for the Complete Case and Full Sample Analyses Using MLR Estimation 
 Listwise deletion (N = 482) Full sample (N = 680)a 
Regression path  β T β T 
Financial → Trust .03 0.61 .04 0.84 
Social → Trust .35* 6.00 .33* 6.75 
Structural → Trust -.00 -0.07 -.04 -0.86 
     
Financial → Equity -.04 -0.78 -.03 -0.66 
Social → Equity .36* 5.90 .38* 7.76 
Structural → Equity -.01 -0.10 -.04 -0.82 
     
Financial → Responsibility .03 0.49 .03 0.59 
Social → Responsibility .39* 6.89 .38* 8.05 
Structural → Responsibility .06 1.08 .03 0.58 
     
Financial → Commitment .01 0.27 .05 1.19 
Social → Commitment .33* 6.02 .34* 7.68 
Structural → Commitment .03 0.47 -.03 -0.64 
Trust → Commitment .29* 5.21 .32* 6.72 
     
Trust → Percentage -.04 -0.51 -.03 -0.39 
Commitment → Percentage .32* 6.04 .32* 6.02 
Equity → Percentage -.16* -2.53 -.15* -2.51 
Responsibility → Percentage -.04 -0.60 -.05 -0.72 
aAnalysis omitted five cases that provided no information on any of the model variables. 
*p < .05. 
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Model Analysis 
 Each model was analyzed using MLR estimation. Several fit indices were utilized. A 
non-significant chi-square may indicate a good fit for a model. However, chi-square is 
sensitive to sample size, which may lead to inaccurate results (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
Therefore, other fit indices are reported. The CFI assesses the existing model fit relative to a 
null model. It compares the covariance matrix of the null model (covariance matrix of 
zeroes) to the observed covariance matrix to assess the lack of fit. CFI values greater than .95 
often indicate a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The RMSEA estimates the lack of fit in a 
model compared to a perfect model. Values of .06 or less indicate a good fit. Values larger 
than .10 indicate a poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The SRMR is the average difference 
between the sample variance and covariance and the estimated population variance and 
covariance. Good fitting models have small values. 08 or less (Hu & Bentler). 
The first model fit was the hypothesized model (see Figure 2). A nonsignificant chi-
square was obtained: MLR estimation, χ2 (3, N = 680) = 2.79, p = .43. Initially, it appeared 
the model was a good fit. Other fit indices were computed. The value for the CFI was 1.00 
indicating a good fit. The values for RMSEA and SRMR were less than .001 and 0.011, both 
of which indicated a good fit.  
Direct Effects 
The initial model hypothesized that the exogenous bonding strategy variables would 
predict the mediating variables of equity, commitment, trust, and responsibility. However, in 
the final model, only the social/personal bonding strategies significantly predicted an 
increase in the mediating variables of equity (.38, p < .05), commitment (.25, p < .05), trust 
(.33, p < .05) and responsibility (.38, p < .05). It was also hypothesized that trust would 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Final model—full sample (N = 680): MLRχ2(3) = 2.79, p = .43; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA < .001; SRMR = .01. Values reflect 
completely standardized model coefficients. Coefficients marked with an asterisk are statistically significant (p < .05). Percentage: 
M = 40.23, SD = 24.13 
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significantly predict commitment, as found in the final model (.52, p < .05; see Figure 2). 
The percentage of variance explained was 12% for equity, 42% for commitment, 11% for 
trust, and 17% for responsibility. 
The initial model hypothesized that the mediating variables of equity, commitment, 
trust and responsibility would predict the outcome variable, percentage of total food 
purchases. In the final model, equity significantly predicted percentage of total food 
purchases (-.15, p < .05) and commitment (.35, p < .05) also significantly predicted the 
percentage of respondents’ total food purchases from their primary frozen food manufacturer. 
The paths from trust and responsibility to the outcome variable were not significant (see 
Figure 2). The variables of equity and commitment explained only 8% of the variance in the 
outcome variable of percentage of total food purchases. 
Indirect Effects 
The significance of the mediating variables of equity, commitment, trust, and 
responsibility on the outcome variable of percentage of total food purchases was assessed 
using Sobel’s tests of indirect effects. However, studies have shown that these tests have low 
statistical power (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002; Shrout & Bolger, 
2002). Therefore, confidence intervals for the indirect effects were constructed through 
bootstrap resampling as recommended by Shrout and Bolger. If zero does not fall between 
the upper and lower limits of the 95% confidence intervals, then the indirect effect is 
statistically different from zero at p < .05. Both the Sobel’s and bootstrapped bias-corrected 
CI results are reported in Table 24. Comparison of both methods shows no difference in 
results.  
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The mediating variables had no significant effect on the pathways between financial 
and percentage of total food purchases and structural and percentage of total food purchases. 
Only three pathways containing mediating variables between social/personal bonding 
strategies and percentage of total food purchases were significant. Social/personal bonding 
strategies positively predicted equity, which was negatively associated with percentage of 
total food purchases. The average standardized estimate of the indirect effect across the 
bootstrapped samples ( = -.06) indicated that the negative effect of social bonding 
strategies on percentage of total food purchases through equity was statistically significant 
(  = -.15; 95% bias-corrected CI = -.29, -.03). Social bonding strategies positively 
predicted commitment, which also positively predicted percentage of total food purchases. 
The average standardized estimate of this indirect effect across the bootstrapped samples 
( = .09) was statistically significant (  = .23; 95% bias-corrected CI = .13, .35). Social 
bonding strategies positively predicted both trust and commitment, which were associated 
positively with percentage of total food purchases. The average standardized estimate of the 
indirect effects across the bootstrapped samples ( = .06) was statistically significant (  = 
.16; 95% bias-corrected CI = .09, .24) (see Table 24). 
Post-hoc Analysis 
 One additional model not originally hypothesized was analyzed. Residual correlations 
between the mediating variables (with the exception of the pathway from trust to 
commitment, which was already a structural pathway) were changed to structural pathways. 
The model chi-square and other fit indices between the two models did not change: χ2(4, N = 
680) = 2.79, p = .43; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA = <.001; SRMR = .01 (see Figure 3).  
 
  
 
Table 24. Results of Indirect Effects Analyses Across Normal Theory and Bootstrap Resampling Approaches 
  Normal theory tests  Bootstrapped bias-corrected CI   
95%LL 95%ULPathway ab SE z p BC  BC  
Social → Percentage (Total Indirect) .157 .067 2.341 .019 .019 .157 .288 .059 
Social → Commitment → Percentage .226 .056 4.067 <.001 .125 .226 .346 .086 
Social → Equity → Percentage -.152 .065 -2.321 .020 -.291 -.152 -.028 -.057 
Social → Trust → Commitment → Percentage .158 .036 4.340 <.001 .093 .158 .241 .060 
 
Note. ab = maximum likelihood estimate of the cross product of unstandardized regression coefficients (single estimate from  
95%LL original sample); BC = lower limit of the 95% empirical confidence interval for the cross product of unstandardized regression 
coefficients across 1,000 bootstrapped samples; = Average estimate for the cross product of unstandardized regression  
95%ULcoefficients across 1,000 bootstrapped samples; BC = upper limit of the 95% empirical confidence interval for the cross  
product of unstandardized regression coefficients across 1,000 bootstrapped samples;  = average estimate for the cross product 
of standardized regression coefficients across 1,000 bootstrapped samples. 
 
78 
79 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Post hoc structural pathway model of mediating variables. 
 
In this revised model, the results of the pathways from the exogenous bonding strategies 
variables to the mediating variables were the same as in the final model with the exception of 
the pathway from social bonding strategies to trust, which was not significant in the revised 
model. Pathways between several of the mediating variables were significant. Responsibility 
predicted an increase in trust (.42, p < .05) and commitment (.31, p < .05), equity predicted 
an increase in trust (.68, p < .05), and trust predicted an increase in commitment (.30, p < 
.05). In the revised model, the results of the pathways from the mediating variables to the 
outcome variable, percentage of total food purchases, were the same as in the final model. 
 Additional indirect effects in the revised model were significant. As in the final 
model, the mediating variables in the revised model had no significant effect on the pathways 
between financial bonding strategies and percentage of total food purchases, and structural 
bonding strategies and percentage of total food purchases. In the revised model, three new 
Equity 
Responsibility 
Trust Commitment Percentage 
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pathways containing mediating variables between social bonding strategies and percentage of 
total food purchases were significant. Social bonding strategies positively predicted both 
responsibility and commitment, which also positively predicted percentage of total food 
purchases. The average standardized estimate of this indirect effect across the bootstrapped 
samples ( = .04) was statistically significant (  = .10; 95% bias-corrected CI = .06, .16). 
Social bonding strategies positively predicted equity and trust and commitment, which also 
positively predicted percentage of total food purchases. The average standardized estimate of 
this indirect effect across the bootstrapped samples ( = .02) was statistically significant 
(  = .04; 95% bias-corrected CI = .03, .07). Social bonding strategies also positively 
predicted responsibility, trust and commitment, which also positively predicted percentage of 
total food purchases. The average standardized estimate of this indirect effect across the 
bootstrapped samples ( = .02) was statistically significant (  = .04; 95% bias-corrected 
CI = .02, .07).  
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS  
This research tested a conceptual model for buyer–seller dyads doing business in the 
public sector school foodservice market. The study used theories from Berry (1995), Morgan 
and Hunt (1994), and Gundlach and Murphy (1993) to create a new theory on the share of 
customer outcome affected by levels of RBTs, mediated by key ethical variables. Murphy et 
al. (2007) posited that buyer–seller relationships are inherently an ethical matter because a 
moral foundation is fundamental to enduring relationships. Public school district 
administrators who purchase food represented public sector buyers, and frozen food 
manufacturers producing frozen entrees for the school foodservice market represented sellers 
in the buyer–seller dyad. A discussion of the findings, implications, and recommendations 
for future research are presented in this chapter. 
Discussion and Implications 
Discussion of Key Findings 
The hypotheses of this study are based on the effects of the various primary bonds on 
each of the four key ethical variables and the effect of the key variables on the exchange 
outcome determined by share of customer as presented in the conceptual model. Results 
supported H2: Social bonds positively affect ethical relationships between frozen food 
manufacturers and foodservice administrators. This study did produce significant results 
demonstrating a positive relationship between social bonding strategies and the four 
mediating variables of trust, commitment, equity, and responsibility. Other studies have 
shown social RM strategies to have a significant influence on outcomes (Bolton et al., 2003; 
Chiu et al., 2005; Gounaris, 2005; Palmatier, Dant, et al., 2006; Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et 
al., 2006; Peng & Wang, 2006). Gounaris found that social bonds are more powerful than 
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structural bonds in building trust and commitment in B2B relationships. Palmatier, Dant, et 
al. found that RM strategies focused on building interpersonal relationships between 
boundary spanners may be more effective than those focused on building customer–firm 
relationships. Similarly, Bolton et al. found that social bonds formed through employee-
delivered services have a stronger effect on customer satisfaction and perceived value of 
boundary spanners. Conversely, Turnbull and Wilson (1989) found that social bonding 
between buyers and sellers cannot maintain sales relationships in a competitive environment. 
Results also supported the hypothesized relationships between key ethical variables.  
Residual correlations were significant between equity and commitment (.10, p < .01), equity 
and trust (.65, p < .01), and equity and responsibility (.56, p < .01), supporting H5: Equity is 
positively related with commitment, trust, and responsibility. Residual correlations also were 
significant between responsibility and commitment (.22, p < .01) and responsibility and trust 
(.64, p < .01), supporting H6: Responsibility is positively related with equity, commitment, 
and trust. A post-hoc analysis changed the residual correlations between the mediating 
variables (with the exception of trust to commitment) to structural pathways. The results 
produced several significant pathways with responsibility predicting an increase in 
commitment mediated by trust; and equity predicting an increase in commitment mediated by 
trust.  
The results for H7: Key ethical variables positively affect ethical relationships 
between frozen food manufacturers and foodservice administrators were mixed with the 
mediating variable commitment significantly predicting a positive outcome of percentage of 
total food purchases supporting H7c: Commitment positively affects share of customer, and 
equity significantly predicting a negative outcome of percentage of total food purchases 
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rejecting H7b: Equity positively affects share of customer. The impact of equity and 
commitment accounted for only 8% of the variance in the outcome variable percentage of 
total food purchases. Measuring customer value is an important component in evaluating the 
profitability of customers and determining if the investment in value added activities is worth 
the outlay (Pitta et al., 2004). 
There were no significant relationships between the mediating variables of trust and 
responsibility on the outcome variable of percentage of total food purchases, rejecting H7a: 
Trust positively affects share of customer and H7d: Responsibility positively affects share of 
customer. The post-hoc analysis identified additional indirect pathways that significantly 
predicted a positive outcome of percentage of total food purchases. Responsibility through 
commitment significantly increased percentage of total food purchases, responsibility 
through trust then through commitment significantly increased percentage of total food 
purchases, and equity through trust then through commitment significantly increased 
percentage of total food purchases. The social bonding strategies also increased their 
significant pathways to percentage of total food purchases with commitment mediated by 
responsibility, commitment mediated through both responsibility and trust, and commitment 
mediated through both equity and trust.  
Results did not support H1: Financial bonds positively affect ethical relationships 
between frozen food manufacturers and foodservice administrators, and failed to show a 
significant relationship between financial bonding strategies and the four mediating 
variables. This is consistent with results found in several other empirical studies (Chiu et al., 
2005; Palmatier, Dant, et al., 2006; Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al., 2006). These studies 
concluded that financial bonding efforts did not impact customer loyalty (Chiu et al.), did not 
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have strong effects on exchange outcomes (Palmatier, Dant, et al.), and did not produce a 
positive ROI (Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al.). Fink et al. (2007) found that supplier 
performance is linked to customer production performance and not to customer purchasing 
improvements. They implied that when customers are gaining better pricing and lower 
administrative costs, they are not rewarding their supplier with increased purchases, greater 
share of purchases, or future commitments.  
Results failed to support H3: Structural bonds positively affect ethical relationships 
between frozen food manufacturers and foodservice administrators and failed to show a 
significant relationship between structural bonding strategies and the four mediating 
variables. This was inconsistent with previous research (Bolton et al., 2003; Chiu et al., 2005; 
Gounaris, 2005; Palmatier, Dant, et al., 2006; Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al., 2006; Peng & 
Wang, 2006; Turnbull & Wilson, 1989). In B2B relationships, Turnbull and Wilson found 
that structural bonding was significant in insulating the seller, as the cost of replacing 
technical support negated the lower price received in switching to another supplier. 
Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al. found that structural RM investments generated positive 
short-term returns with customers that received a lot of interactions, making it attractive for 
some, but not all customers. Bolton et al. found that structural bonds have a significant 
impact on building overall satisfaction with a firm. Gounaris found that the degree of trust 
between service providers and customers in B2B relationships was influenced by structural 
bonding, but social bonding and service quality were more powerful influencers. In consumer 
markets, Chiu et al. found that structural bonds enhance customer loyalty. Peng and Wang 
found that residential utility service customers perceived structural tactics as important to 
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retaining them as customers. However, the structural bonding theory in consumer markets 
may not be applicable to B2B relationships.  
Implications of the Study 
Theoretical Implications 
The results of this study failed to show a significant relationship between structural 
bonding strategies and the four mediating variables and outcome variable. The results may 
indicate that structural bonding strategies are not influential in all industries or in all sectors 
of the economy. It is unclear in this study if the failure of structural bonding strategies to 
predict share of customer is unique to the foodservice industry, or if it is unique to the public 
sector. Structural bonding strategies may not be as relevant as they are in other industries that 
rely more on technology, technical expertise, or asset utilization, such as utilities, and may 
therefore not be an appropriate theoretical construct in conceptualizing RM in foodservice. 
Previous research has produced a positive association between structural bonding strategies 
and outcomes (Bolton et al., 2003; Chiu et al., 2005; Gounaris, 2005; Palmatier, Dant, et al., 
2006; Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al., 2006; Peng & Wang, 2006; Turnbull & Wilson, 
1989), however most of these studies were conducted in more technology dependent 
industries, including healthcare (Turnbull & Wilson) and banking (Chiu et al.), or industries 
that rely on heavy use of asset utilization (Bolton et al., 2003; Peng & Wang). No previous 
research on buyer–seller relationships in the public sector could be found. The use of 
structural bonding strategies in the public sector may be limited or disallowed based on 
federal, state, or local procurement laws. 
Gundlach and Murphy (1993) identified the need for research that investigates the 
ethical dimensions of relational exchange. Specifically they called for empirical research that 
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operationalizes the ethical dimensions of trust, commitment, equity and responsibility. The 
results of this study show only commitment as a predictor of a positive outcome of share of 
customer. There was no significant relationship between trust and responsibility and the 
outcome variable. Equity did produce a significant, but negative effect on the outcome of 
share of customer. It may be possible that the four mediating variables were not 
conceptualized properly in the model and do not independently mediate the outcome. The 
post hoc analysis may indicate that the mediating variables function better as structural 
pathways through trust and/or commitment. The researcher could find no other studies that 
tried to operationalize these four ethical variables proposed by Gundlach and Murphy. It may 
be possible that some or all four dimensions of ethical exchange do not predict or mediate 
relational outcomes.  
In this study, equity produced a significant, but negative effect on the outcome of 
share of customer. It may be possible that equity is not a positive dimension of RM in the 
public sector. Although equity may play a role in ethical exchange, it may not be perceived 
positively by the public sector buyer as being advantageous in the context of relational 
exchange. For example, the intent of USDA procurement regulations and ethics rules is to 
provide for open and free competition among suppliers and to ensure the best possible 
pricing (USDA/FNS/ NFSMI, 2002). It is possible that in this type of regulatory 
environment, equity between buyer and seller is perceived negatively as it may not be 
congruent with the goals of open and free competition and best possible price. These same 
regulatory requirements do not exist in private sector trade, where equity may be a positive 
predictor of relational outcomes.  
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As mentioned earlier, Gundlach and Murphy (1993) called for empirical research that 
operationalizes the ethical dimensions of trust, commitment, equity and responsibility. They 
recognized multiple measures available in the literature to operationalize the dimensions of 
trust, commitment, and equity; and identified the need to develop measurements for 
responsibility. The researcher could find no subsequent measures developed to operationalize 
the dimension of responsibility in the context of RM. This study contributed to the RM 
research by producing a scale to measure the dimension of responsibility in the context of 
relational exchange.  
Practical Implications 
The results of this study failed to show a significant relationship between financial 
bonding strategies and the four mediating variables and outcome variable. Since school 
foodservice administrators are bound to formal, regulated procurement practices, sellers 
should reconsider the use of financial incentives. The USDA requirements for formal IFB, 
RFP, RFQ, and noncompetitive negotiations may already deliver the lowest possible prices 
available to the buyer. The investment of marketing resources for sales promotions and 
loyalty programs may not produce an adequate ROI for the seller. Investments in marketing 
activities by manufacturers should be used judiciously and key performance indicators 
should be established to determine if such investments produce the desired return. Sellers 
may also want to determine which financial incentives are desired by their customers and 
limit their efforts to the ones that add value to the customer or discontinue the use of 
financial incentives altogether.  
This study did produce significant results demonstrating a positive relationship 
between social bonding strategies and the four mediating variables and the outcome variable. 
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A practical implication for manufacturers is to ensure that buyers have one, dedicated sales 
representative to build trust in the relationship with their manufacturing firm as well as the 
dedicated representative. Manufacturers should also be cognizant of the potential negative 
effect of employee turnover among their sales staff on their customers’ perceptions of trust, 
commitment, and responsibility towards their firm. Manufacturers may want to dedicate 
resources for training their salespeople so they can improve their problem-solving skills and 
act in a consultative role with their foodservice customers to improve perceptions of 
commitment and responsibility to the buyer. Encouraging or requiring participation by 
salespeople in professional associations and formal training or certifications for salespeople 
may foster a sense of commitment to the foodservice profession. School administrators may 
need to work at developing and maintaining relationships with their dedicated sales 
representatives to promote trust and commitment in the relationship.  
Based on the results of this study, manufacturers may want to reconsider using 
resources to provide structural solutions to their school foodservice customers. If they do 
provide structural solutions, they may want to channel their efforts into understanding the 
barriers and constraints that may be facing school foodservice administrators. Local and/or 
state school board policies may prohibit the use of structural solutions offered by a vendor 
organization, eliminating the opportunity to participate in structural solutions. The structural 
solutions offered may not be applicable or customized to the buyers’ organization, making it 
undesirable or difficult to implement. The foodservice organization may also lack the skilled 
labor pool necessary for utilizing the structural solution. Given that structural solutions are 
usually more costly to provide, manufacturers should look for strategies to overcome the 
barriers such as providing technical training to school staff or flexibility in equipment 
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options. Given that the 100 largest school districts (determined by enrollment) in the country 
purchase 60% of the food sold to schools (Technomic, 2008), frozen food manufacturers 
should consider investing their relationship marketing resources in structural solutions for the 
top 100 school districts to maximize ROI. School foodservice administrators who are offered 
structural solutions may need to calculate the financial benefit of the solution to the school 
district. By determining the actual value added by the solution, school administrators can 
more effectively communicate the benefit to school district stakeholders such as school board 
members, superintendents, principals, and parents. In an environment where many school 
districts are in need of additional revenue, vendor partnerships may provide creative methods 
for supporting public education.  
Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 
The findings and implications of this study should be viewed in light of limitations of 
the research. There was only an 8% variance in the outcome variable of share of customer 
explained in this model. This small percentage of total food purchases may suggest that there 
are other constructs not identified in this study that predict share of customer. Buyer 
satisfaction with the product may have a significant impact on share of customer regardless 
of the RBTs employed by the manufacturer. Buyer variables may impact the seller’s ability 
to obtain a large share of customer. This study measured buyers’ perceptions of the 
manufacturers’ attributes but did little to measure the buyers’ attributes. Buyer dependence 
on the seller may also explain share of customer, but not through mediating variables. 
Palmatier, Dant, et al. (2006) found that relational mediators focused on a boundary spanner 
were more powerful in predicting positive outcomes than were relational mediators focused 
on the firm. This study focused on the buyers’ perceptions of the selling organization rather 
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than on a specific sales representative, which may have been a limitation. More research is 
needed to account for the 92% unexplained variance. Constructs related to the product, buyer 
attributes, and other potential direct and indirect effects on the outcome variable need further 
study to understand theoretical constructs in conceptualizing RM in foodservice buyer–seller 
relationships in the public sector. 
Findings from this research failed to show a relationship between financial and 
structural bonding strategies and relationship outcomes. Self-reported data were used to test 
the proposed model in this study. Perceptions of ethical purchasing practices may have 
produced subjective bias resulting in participants providing responses based on how they 
perceive relationships should function in the public sector environment, rather than how they 
actually do. Also, responding to statements about trust, commitment, equity, and 
responsibility, which are open to a high degree subjective interpretation, could have affected 
the results. More research is needed to refine the measurements and scales used to determine 
buyer perceptions of constructs used in this study and the constructs associated with RM in 
general for the foodservice industry.  
The determination of the percentage of total food purchases in the outcome construct 
of share of customer was difficult to measure. The first two questions in the survey were 
intended to help respondents determine the dependent variable of percentage of total food 
purchases of annual food purchases (measured in dollars) from their primary frozen food 
manufacturer. The determination of the percentage of annual food purchases was the most 
difficult item in the survey to complete, with almost 29% of the respondents not providing 
this information. The mean score for this question was 40.38% with a standard deviation of 
24.10. The results were consistent with the comments received from the survey pilot test 
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participants who commented that determining the percentage of food purchases was difficult 
without taking considerable time to review procurement records. Further research is needed 
to identify better, more accurate methods for measuring an outcome variable like share of 
customer. Alternative research methods such as case studies may be helpful in predicting 
outcome variables in RM.  
Conclusions 
There were mixed results in the literature regarding the usefulness of financial 
bonding strategies (Chiu et al., 2005; Palmatier, Dant, et al., 2006; Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, 
et al., 2006). Some studies looked only at social and structural bonding strategies (Bolton et 
al., 2003; Gounaris, 2005; Peng & Wang, 2006). This study also produced results that 
showed no positive impact of financial bonding strategies on relational outcomes. This raises 
questions about the validity of financial strategies as being relational in nature. Perhaps 
financial tactics are transactional in nature and not a construct of relational exchange, Social 
bonding strategies may be the only viable RBTs used in foodservice buyer–seller 
relationships in the public sector. Significant outcomes, especially in the area of structural 
RM efforts have been established in other studies (Bolton et al., 2003; Chiu et al., 2005; 
Gounaris, 2005; Palmatier, Dant, et al., 2006; Palmatier, Gopalakrishna, et al., 2006; Peng & 
Wang, 2006; Turnbull & Wilson, 1989). However, little empirical research in the area of RM 
in foodservice could be found. Considering the increased prominence of RM in the past 15 
years (Kasabov, 2007), more empirical research is needed to establish RM theory in the 
discipline of marketing, especially as it relates to marketing in the foodservice industry.  
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APPENDIX A. INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL LETTERS 
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APPENDIX B. FOCUS GROUP TELEPHONE RECRUITMENT SCRIPT 
 
Hello, my name is Mary Begalle. I am a graduate student pursuing a Ph.D. from Iowa State 
University. I am recruiting 8 – 12 school foodservice administrators responsible for the 
procurement of food in their school district to participate in a focus group discussion. Are 
you the person responsible for food procurement in your district? (If not, ask for referral).  
 
You are invited to participate in the focus group discussion on [insert date and time] at [insert 
location]. The purpose of the focus group is to gain insights into marketing efforts used by 
food manufacturers selling to the school foodservice market. Your participation in this focus 
group discussion is voluntary and you can choose not to answer questions or leave the 
discussion at any time. Responses to questions will be recorded by a word processing 
specialist without identifying the person speaking. All data collected will be kept confidential 
and used in summary form only.  
 
Participation in this focus group is voluntary. The focus group discussion will last about 2 
hours. All participants will be offered $50 in cash when they check-in for the session to 
compensate for their time and travel expense. Are you interested in participating in this focus 
group discussion? (If yes, confirm date, time and location. If no, thank them for their time).  
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APPENDIX C. RELATIONSHIP MARKETING FOCUS GROUP  
DISCUSSION GUIDE 
 
OPENING REMARKS 
Thank you for participating in this focus group. My name is Mary Begalle and I am a 
graduate student pursuing a Ph.D. from Iowa State University. The purpose of the focus 
group is to gain insights into marketing efforts used by food manufacturers selling to the 
school foodservice market. Your participation in this focus group discussion is voluntary and 
you can choose not to answer questions or leave the discussion at any time. Responses to 
questions will be recorded by Allyson, a word processing specialist. The transcript will 
summarize your comments without identifying the person speaking. All data collected will 
be kept confidential and used in summary form only. Do you have any questions or concerns 
before we begin? 
 
Topic 1 The meaning of responsibility in the context of supplier-buyer 
relationships 
1.1 Thinking about the relationship you have with your suppliers, what does 
responsibility mean to you? 
(probe: how does it make you feel, how important is it to you, does it influence 
your decision to buy from a supplier) 
Topic 2 Indicators that measure responsibility of food manufacturers 
2.1 How do you know when a manufacturer is responsible? (probe: what does it 
look like, can you measure it)  
2.2 Can you describe behavioral expressions of responsibility in manufacturers? 
(probe: what does it look like, can you measure it) 
2.3 Can you describe psychological expressions of responsibility in 
manufacturers? (probe: what does it look like, can you measure it) 
2.4 Can you describe verbal expressions of responsibility in manufacturers? 
(probe: what does it look like, can you measure it) 
Topic 3 Demonstration of responsibility in food manufacturers 
3.1 Describe a situation when a food manufacturer demonstrated responsibility to 
you. (probe: what did it look like, specifically what did the food manufacturer 
do, is this demonstration of responsibility recurrent)  
Topic 4 Manufacturer’s financial, social, and structural solutions in the school 
foodservice market 
4.1 What types of food manufacturer sales incentives are school foodservice 
directors exposed to? 
(probe: price discounts, product promotions, point of sale student promotions, 
loyalty programs) 
4.2 Describe other financial incentives identified by the group. What motivates 
you to participate in this financial incentive? (probe: details of the incentive, 
short-term vs. long-term effects) 
4.3 What types of sales contact do school foodservice directors receive? 
(probe: dedicated sales representative from broker or manufacturer 
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representative; contact via appointment, phone call, email, food show, sales 
event, product demonstrations or training) 
4.4 Describe other social interactions identified by the group. (probe: details of the 
social interaction, meal occasions, special events, parties, entertainment, 
advisory boards) 
4.5 What types of structural solutions (value beyond product) are school 
foodservice directors exposed to? 
(probe: customized products, customized marketing and promotions, 
operations support, equipment support, technology solutions) 
4.6 Describe any support for your foodservice operations provided by 
manufacturers. (probe: onsite school operations support by chef or foodservice 
operations specialist, small or larger foodservice equipment, customized 
computer software)  
 
CLOSING REMARKS 
Thank you for the rich discussion you provided. The objective of my research is to examine 
relationship bonding tactics used by food manufacturers selling to school foodservice 
administrators. Your participation in this focus group is a very important contribution to my 
research project. Specifically, your input will be used to develop survey questions relating to 
responsibility in supplier-buyer relationships. A survey of school foodservice administrators 
will be conducted in the coming weeks.  
 
Iowa State University Institutional Review Board has approved my research. You can contact 
the IRB office at 1138 Pearson Hall, Ames, Iowa 50011-2207 (515-294-4566), if you have 
questions or concerns. Please take one of my business cards. If you have any questions about 
this study, would like more information about the subject matter of my research, or have any 
concerns about participating, please contact me.  
 
Thank you for your participation.  
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APPENDIX D. FOODSERVICE RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONAIRRE 
 
Please tell us about the frozen entrées that you purchase for your school 
foodservice program by ranking the following list of frozen entrées with 1 
being the entrées you purchase the most and 4 being the entrées you 
purchase the least. 
 
Frozen Entrees  Rank   
Chicken entrees such as chicken nuggets, chicken 
strips, and chicken patties 1 2 3 4 
Pizza entrees such as pizza wedges, round pizza, and 
4X6 pizza 1 2 3 4 
Beef entrees such as hamburgers, meatballs, and meat 
sauces  1 2 3 4 
Mexican entrees such as burritos, quesadillas, and 
empanadas  1 2 3 4 
 
Please rank the following list of frozen entrées with 1 being the entrées that on 
average cost the most per serving and 4 being the entrées that on average 
cost the least per serving.  
 
Frozen Entrees  Rank   
Chicken entrees such as chicken nuggets, chicken 
strips, and chicken patties 1 2 3 4 
Pizza entrees such as pizza wedges, round pizza, and 
4X6 pizza 1 2 3 4 
Beef entrees such as hamburgers, meatballs, and meat 
sauces  1 2 3 4 
Mexican entrees such as burritos, quesadillas, and 
empanadas  1 2 3 4 
 
Considering menu frequency and cost per serving, think about the one frozen 
food manufacturer that supplies the highest annual volume of frozen entrées 
(measured in dollars) to your foodservice program. This would be your 
primary frozen food manufacturer.  Approximately what percentage of your 
total food purchases (measured in annual dollars) is from this primary 
manufacturer? ___________________% 
 
 
Next, we will ask you about three different categories of supplier-buyer 
relationships:  
 
• Financial incentives 
• Personal/social contact 
• Customized solutions 
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CATEGORY ONE 
 
 
Financial Incentives 
 
Supplier-buyer relationships that utilize financial incentives are based on 
incentives such as sales discounts, promotions that provide free posters and 
student premiums, and loyalty programs that provide points used toward 
purchasing merchandise. 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based 
on the one frozen food manufacturer that supplies the highest annual volume 
of frozen entrées (measured in dollars) to your foodservice program. This 
would be your primary frozen food manufacturer. 
 
 
 
 
How helpful is each of these financial incentives to your foodservice program? 
 
Very 
helpful Helpful 
Somewhat 
helpful 
Neither 
helpful nor 
not helpful 
Somewhat 
not helpful 
Not 
helpful 
Not at all 
helpful 
Sales discounts 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Bid pricing 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Promotions  7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Loyalty programs 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
 
 
How often is each of these financial incentives offered to you by your primary 
frozen food manufacturer? 
 
Very Often Often Occasionally  Rarely Very rarely Never 
Sales discounts 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Bid pricing 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Promotions  6 5 4 3 2 1 
Loyalty programs 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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CATEGORY TWO 
 
 
Personal/Social Contact 
 
Supplier- buyer relationships utilizing personal/social contact are based on 
strong communication between the manufacturer and buyer. They include 
such things as having one dedicated sales representative who understands 
your needs, having manufacturer’s sales representatives involved with your 
School Nutrition Association, and food related demonstrations/training 
provided by the manufacturer. 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based 
on the one frozen food manufacturer that supplies the highest annual 
volume of frozen entrées (measured in dollars) to your foodservice program. 
This would be your primary frozen food manufacturer. 
 
 
 
 
How helpful is each of these personal/social contacts to your foodservice 
program? 
 
 
 
Very 
helpful Helpful 
Somewhat 
helpful 
Neither 
helpful nor 
not helpful 
Somewhat 
not helpful 
Not 
helpful 
Not at 
all 
helpful 
One dedicated salesperson 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Personal relationship with 
manufacturer’s representative 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Manufacturer’s representative 
involved in School Nutrition 
Association  
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Food demonstrations / training 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
How often is each of these personal/social contacts offered to you by your 
primary frozen food manufacturer? 
 
 
 Very often Often Occasionally Rarely 
Very 
rarely Never 
One dedicated salesperson 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Personal relationship with 
manufacturer’s representative 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Manufacturer’s representative 
involved in School Nutrition 
Association  
6 5 4 3 2 1 
Food demonstrations/training 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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CATEGORY THREE 
 
Customized Solutions 
  
Supplier- buyer relationships utilizing customized solutions are based on 
manufacturers supplying value-added solutions to important customer 
problems such as providing foodservice equipment at no cost, products or 
promotions customized to individual school district needs, and onsite 
support from chef or school program specialist. Customized solutions can 
also include providing retail branded products/concepts. 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based 
on the one frozen food manufacturer that supplies the highest annual volume 
of frozen entrées (measured in dollars) to your foodservice program. This 
would be your primary frozen food manufacturer. 
 
 
 
How helpful is each of these value-added solutions to your foodservice 
program? 
 
 
 
Very 
helpful Helpful 
Somewhat 
helpful 
Neither 
helpful nor 
not helpful 
Somewhat 
not helpful 
Not 
helpful 
Not at all 
helpful 
Equipment provided at no 
cost 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Customized products 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Customized promotions  7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Onsite chef or school 
program specialist support 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Retail branded 
products/concepts 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
How often is each of these value-added solutions offered to you by your 
primary frozen food manufacturer? 
 
 
 Very often Often Occasionally Rarely Very rarely Never 
Equipment at no cost 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Customized products 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Customized promotions  6 5 4 3 2 1 
Onsite chef or school program 
specialist support 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Retail branded 
products/concepts 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based 
on the one frozen food manufacturer that supplies the highest annual volume 
of frozen entrées (measured in dollars) to your foodservice program. This 
would be your primary frozen food manufacturer. 
 
 
 
Strongly 
agree Agree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree
Somewhat 
disagree Disagree
Strongly 
disagree 
Trust        
In our relationship, this 
manufacturer cannot be trusted. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
In our relationship, this 
manufacturer is truthful. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
In our relationship, this 
manufacturer can be trusted. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
In our relationship, this 
manufacturer can be counted on
to do what is right. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
In our relationship, this 
manufacturer is faithful. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
In our relationship, this 
manufacturer is someone that I 
have great confidence in.  
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
In our relationship, this 
manufacturer has high integrity.  7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Commitment         
The relationship that we have 
with this manufacturer is 
something we are very 
committed to. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
The relationship that we have 
with this manufacturer is very 
important to us. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
The relationship that we have 
with this manufacturer is of very 
little significance to us.  
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
The relationship that we have 
with this manufacturer is 
something we intend to maintain 
indefinitely.  
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
The relationship that we have 
with this manufacturer is very 
much like being family. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
The relationship that we have 
with this manufacturer is 
something we really care about. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
The relationship we have with 
this manufacturer deserves our 
maximum effort to maintain. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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Equity        
We are treated fairly by this 
manufacturer. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
We are not treated fairly by this 
manufacturer. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
The terms of our purchasing 
arrangement with this 
manufacturer are fair. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
I think this manufacturer got 
more out of the purchasing 
arrangement than we did. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
I think we got more out of the 
purchasing arrangement than 
this manufacturer did. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Responsibility         
This manufacturer does what 
they say they are going to do. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
If there is a problem, this 
manufacturer will let us know as 
soon as possible. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
This manufacturer takes 
responsibility for fixing 
problems, even when it is not 
entirely their fault.  
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
We can’t count on this 
manufacturer to support us 
when things go wrong.  
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
This manufacturer anticipates 
our needs. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
This manufacturer asks us for 
feedback.  7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
This manufacturer really 
understands my business. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 
Please answer the following questions about your school district. 
 
Which category best describes your school district enrollment? (SELECT ONE 
ANSWER) 
 
Less than 5,000 ......................................................................................................1  
5,001 – 10,000........................................................................................................2  
10,001 – 25,000......................................................................................................3 
25,001 – 50,000......................................................................................................4 
50,001 – 100,000....................................................................................................5  
More than 100,000..................................................................................................6 
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Which category best describes your foodservice management? (SELECT ONE 
ANSWER) 
 
Self-operated ..........................................................................................................1  
Contract management ............................................................................................2 
 
Does your school foodservice program participate in a food buying 
cooperative? (SELECT ONE ANSWER) 
 
Yes..........................................................................................................................1  
No ...........................................................................................................................2 
 
What is your average length of a food purchasing contract resulting from a 
food bid or request for proposal (RFP)? (SELECT ONE ANSWER) 
 
6 months .................................................................................................................1  
1 year......................................................................................................................2  
2 years ....................................................................................................................3 
3 years ....................................................................................................................4 
More than 3 years ...................................................................................................5  
 
Please indicate the zip code of your school district office: _________ 
 
Thank you for taking the time to take this survey. 
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APPENDIX E. SURVEY COVER LETTER 
 
Date 
 
 
Dear Foodservice Administrator: 
 
I am conducting a research study as part of my doctoral (PhD) studies at Iowa State 
University. The objective of my research is to examine relationship bonding tactics used by 
food manufacturers selling to school foodservice administrators. Iowa State University 
Institutional Review Board, 1138 Pearson Hall, Ames, Iowa 50011-2207 (515-294-4566) has 
approved my research. 
 
Your school district was randomly selected and you are asked to participate in this important 
study. Your assistance, as requested, is a very important contribution to this research project. 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary and you can stop answering questions at 
any time. You answers will be kept in strictest confidence. Surveys receive a code only for 
follow-up information and, as soon as the study is completed, all codes will be removed. The 
survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. The first one hundred respondents’ 
names will be entered into a drawing for 10 gift cards valued at $20. A questionnaire is 
attached to the URL in this letter. You can click on the URL or copy and paste it into your 
Web browser.  
 
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/survey-intro.zgi?p=WEB22859FFXBBZ 
 
If you have any questions about this study, would like more information about the subject 
matter of my research, or have any concerns about participating, please contact me or my 
major professor, Dr. Haemoon Oh.   
 
Thank you for your participation.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
________________     ___________________ 
Mary Begalle      Dr. Haemoon Oh 
80 Telemark Drive     Associate Professor and Director of 
Mankato, MN 56001      Graduate Education - FLM 
612-209-9643      Iowa State University 
507-537-5329 Fax     31 MacKay Hall 
mbegalle@iastate.edu     Ames, IA 50011-1120 
       (515) 294-7409 
       (515) 294-6364 
       hmoh@iastate.edu  
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APPENDIX F. LATENT VARIABLE MODEL 
 As an alternative approach, a latent variable model with the original measurement 
items was fit to the data. The seven constructs in the model were the latent variables with 
each construct’s corresponding scale items modeled as indicators. A fully-recursive model 
was fit to the data at the item level using MLR estimation (see Figure F1). The significant 
Chi-Square indicated that the model was a poor fit: χ2 (1,010, N = 680) = 4,878.85, p < .001. 
Other fit indices also suggested a poor fit. The value of CFI was .78, which is less than the 
standard .95 cutoff indicating a poor fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The RMSEA was .08, which 
was larger than the suggested value of .06, which also suggested a poor fit (Browne & 
Cudeck, 1993). Hu and Bentler suggested that good fitting models have small value of the 
SRMR (.08 or less); the SRMR for the current model was .07. Given such a large, 
complicated model size at the individual item level, these ill-fitting model indices were not 
unexpected. Although this latent variable model could be improved somewhat based on 
modification indices, such improvement could be only local and post-hoc. Hence, evaluating 
the proposed hypotheses based on the latent variable model was not feasible, which led to the 
aggregate level path modeling in this study. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure F1. Final latent variable model—full sample (N = 680): MLRχ2(1,010) = 4,878.846, p < .001; CFI = .776; RMSEA = .075; 
SRMR = .066. Values reflect completely standardized model coefficients. Coefficients marked with an asterisk are statistically 
significant (p < .05). 
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